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Index  and  Summary  of  History  on  H*  R.  6287 

March  3,  1957 

H*  R*  6287  was  reported  without  amendment  by  the 

House  Committeo  on  Appropriations.  Print  of  bill 
and  House  Report  217* 

March  26,  1957 

House  began  debate* 

March  27,  1957 

House  continued  debate* 

March  28,  1957 

House  continued  debate* 

March  29,  1957 

House  continued  debate* 

April  1,  1957 

House  continued  debate* 

April  2,  1957 

House  continued  debate* 

April  3,  1957 

House  continued  debate* 

April  U,  1957 

House  passed  with  amendments* 

April  8,  1957 

H*  R*  6267  was  referred  to  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations*  Print  of  bill* 

June  7,  1957 

Senate  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments* 
Senate  Ccaaralttee  reported  with  amendments*  Print 
of  bill  and  Senate  Report  UI6* 

June  12,  1957 

Senate  passed  as  reported*  Senate  appointed  conferees* 
Print  of  bill  as  passed  Senate* 

Juno  18,  1957 

House  appointed  conferees* 

June  25,  1957 

House  received  conference  report  (House  Report  636)* 

June  26,  1957 

House  agreed  to  conference  report* 

June  27,  1957 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report* 

June  29,  1957 

Approved*  Public  Law  85-67* 

Hearings:  House  Appropriations  Conralttee* 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee* 
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DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR  AND  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 
WELFARE  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1958. 

Includes  funds  for  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards 

Bureau  of  Employees*  Compensation,  unemployment 

compensation  for  Federal  enployees,  Mexican  farm 

labor  program.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  Food 

and  Drug  Administration,  Office  of  Education, 

Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  and  Social 

Security  Administration. 
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j  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTUR 


OFtoE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
IForsDepartment  Staff  Only) 
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KIjHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  ordered  risnorte^compulsory  poultry  inspection  bill. 
Sen,  Schoeppel  inserted  Butz>  testimony  on  gyration  of  Public  Law  h80.  House  6 'm- 
mittee  reported  bill  to  continue  Federal  adMnistration  of  ACP,  House  committee  re¬ 
ported  on  Administration  plan  to  imiprove  bor^ressional  control  of  budget.  House  com.- 
mittee  reported  Labor-HEW  appropriationyDill.\House  committee  ordered  reported  mar¬ 
keting  facilities  lean. bill,  (Cont’d^^j^e  7). 

kc&SE 

1.  SOIL  CONSERVATION,  The  Agricu^ure  Committee  reph^ed  with  amendment  H.R.  1045, 
to  continue  Federal  administration  of  the  ACP  (H.^ept.  214).  p,  3705 


2. 


BUDGETING,  The  Appropria^ons  Committee  reported  on  tfte  administration  plan  to 
improve  congressional  ^ntrol  of  the  budget  (H.  Rept.  2)s^) .  p.  3705 
At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  summary  of  the  report. 


3.  MARKETING  FACILITI^.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment 
H.R.  4504,  to  einiourage  the  improvement  and  development  of  marketing  facilities 
for  handling  perishable  agricultural  comm.odities.  p.  D228 


4.  INSECT  CONTI^.  The  Research  and  Extension  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture 

Committee  .ordered  reported  with  amendment  to  the  full  committee  H.R.'  3476,  to 
facilita)^  the  regulation,  control,  and  eradication  of  plant  pests.  p\D228 


5,  PUBLIG/LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 

amej^toent  H.R.  5538,  to  provide  that  withdrawals,  reservations,  or  restrict! 
o^m.ore  than  5,000  acres  of  public  lands  of  the  U.S.  for  military  purposes 
ot  become  effective  until  approved  by  Act  of  Congress  (H.  Rept  215) .  p. 


sh^l 
3705 
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13. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Cotrmittee  reported  without  amendirent 
H.R.  6287,  the  Departments  of  Labor  and  HEW  appropriation  bill  for  1958 
(H,  Rept.  217).  p.  3705 


7.  POUl^TKY  INSPECTION.  Rep.  Dixon  expressed  satisfaction  with  the  general  agree¬ 
ment  of  witnesses  before  the  Agriculture  Committee  that  compulsory  poultry 
inspection  should  be  administered  by  this  Department,  expressed  hope  for  ear) 
enactment  of  this  legislation.  pp.  3703-04 


8.  CORN.  Rep.  Coad  requested  support  of  petition  to  the  Secretary  to  suppo 
in  the  commercial  com  area  at  $1.60  per  bushel,  p.  3675 


products 


9,  foreign  TRADE,  Rep,  Lane  criticized  the  lowering  of  tariff  rates  o 
enterjhcig  this  country  in  competition  with  our  products,  p.  3675 

Re^  Bailey  criticized  the  proposed  reductions  in  certain  ^'riff  rates 
to  ''compe^ate  the  United  Kingdom  and  Belgium  for  the  tarif f-inerease  on 
linen  towering'',  pp.  3696-97 

The  Ban^ng  and  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported 
the  period  within  which  the  Export- Import  Bank  may  make  1 

10,  REPORTS.  This  off]bce  has  received  the  annual  report  of  /the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  (H.  Doc,  3 


4136,  to  extend 
p.  D228 


11. 


12. 


RECLAMATION.  Agreed  to^a  resolution  providing  for  /Consideration  of  H.R.  2146, 
to  amend  the  Small  Reclatnation  Projects  Act  so  to  retain  congressional 
oversight  of  the  small  pr^^ts  program,  p.  3^9 

PAPERWORK  MANAGEMENT.  Rep.  Hays  commended  Secretary  of  Defense  Wilson's 
announced  elimination  of  unnec^sary  report^  and  the  reduction  in  volume  of 
paperwork,  and  urged  further  reoii^tions  in  Government  paperwork,  p.  3695 


ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Government  Ope 
taining  to  private  electric  utilitie 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  (H.  Rept 


21 


Lons  Committee  submitted  a  report  per- 
)rganized  efforts  to  influence  the 
p.  3705 


14.  WHEAT.  Received  a  Mich.  Legisla^re  resolutilon  protesting  the  proposed 

revision  of  official  standard^ for  wheat  prwiulgated  under  the  U.  S.  Grain 
Standards  Act.  ’p.  3706  ^ 


15,  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Har,/25.  p.  3705 


SENATE 


16,  POULTRY  INSPECTION,  y'  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  a 

clean  bill  (in  li^Su  of  S.  313,  645,  and  1128)  to  provide\^mpul sory  inspection 
of  poultry  and  poultry  products,  p.  D226 


17.  PROPERTY;  RES^RCH.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordere^reported  without 
amendment,^.  1034,  to  convey  certain  research  property  to  the  tJ^iv.  of  Mo. 
p.  D226 


18.  INSECT  CONTROL,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reportved  with¬ 
out  ^endment  S.  1442,  to  aid  in  the  control  of  plant  pests,  p.  D226 


19.  FORESTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  with  ame)»^- 
fients  S.  44,  to  authorize  this  Department  to  exchange  certain  lands  in  the 
Apache  National  Forest,  N.  Mex.  p.  D226 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  j  Keport 
1st  Session  j  |  No.  217 


DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR,  AND  HEALTH,  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRI¬ 
ATION  BILL,  1958 


March  21,  1957. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
^  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fogarty,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6287] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  id 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  hill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board,  the  National  Mediation  Board 
including  the  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  the  Raih-oad 
Retirement  Board,  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service, 
the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin,  and  the 
United  States  Soldiers’  Home. 

)The  budget  estimates  forming  the  primary  bases  of  consideration 
y  the  Committee  will  be  found  in  the  budget  for  1958  on  the  following 
pages :  < 


Pages 

Department  of  Labor _  825  to  849,  inclusive 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare _  628  to  702,  “ 

National  Labor  Relations  Board _  153  to  154,  “ 

National  Mediation  Board _  154  to  156,  “ 

Railroad  Retirement  Board _  160  to  161,  “ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service _  132  to  133,  “ 

Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin _  146 

United  States  Soldiers’  Home _  605  to  607,  “ 


The  detailed  tabulation  at  the  end  of  this  report  reflects  each  amount 
included  in  the  bill  for  1958,  the  corresponding  budget  estimate,  and 
amount  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  with  appropriate  com¬ 
parisons.  The  appropriations  for  1957  shown  in  this  tabulation  and 
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elsewhere  in  this  report,  reflect  only  actual  appropriations  made  to 
date  with  the  single  exception  of  the  item  of  $275,000,000  for  “Grants 
to  States  for  public  assistance”  included  in  the  Urgent  Deficiency 
Appropriation  Bill,  1957.  This  is  included  in  these  comparisons  since- 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  have  passed  the  bill 
with  the  same  amount  for  this  item.  There  ai'e  now  pending  before 
the  Committee,  additional  supplemental  requests  for  1957  which,  to 
the  extent  they  are  granted,  will  result  in  increasing  the  amount  by 
which  the  recommended  approjiriations  for  1958  are  below  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  1957. 

Most  of  the  “salary  and  expense”  items  in  the  hill  show  increases 
in  1958  over  1957.  This  is  in  several  instances,  due  mainly  to  increased 
workload  placed  on  these  departments  and  agencies  by  the  substantial 
expansion  of  maii}^  of  their  programs  by  the  last  Congress,  such  as  the 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act,  increase  in  the  minimum  wage, 
the  new  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  etc.  In  most  instances,  how¬ 
ever,  these  increases  are  made  up  largely  of  mandat  ory  increases  in  I 
costs.  The  most  significant  of  these  is  the  new  and  mandatory  item* 
of  contribution  to  the  civil  service  retirement  fund  which  will  be  an 
expense  in  1958  but  not  in  1957.  This  one  new  expense  amounts  to 
approximately  $10,000,000  for  salaries  provided  for  in  this  bill. 

SUMMARY  OF  ESTIMATES  AND  APPROPRI.VTIONS 


The  following  table  compares,  on  a  summary  basis,  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  1957,  the  requests  for  1958,  and  the  amounts  carried  in  the 
biU: 


Department  or  agency 

Approprla- 

Budget  esti- 

Bill  tor  1958 

Bill  for  1958  compared 
with — 

tions,  1957 

mates,  1958 

Appropria¬ 
tions,  1957 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  19.58 

Department  of  Labor.  ...  .  ... 
Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.. 

National  Labor  Relations  Board. 
National  Mediation  Board.... 

$380, 785,  500 

2, 487, 062, 781 

8, 951,500 
1,212,  000 
[7,  000,  000] 

3, 305, 000 

5,  000 
[6,  564,  000] 

$384, 678, 000 

2,  582, 114,  581 

9,  575,  000 
1,295,  000 
[8, 150, 000] 

3, 610, 000 

5,000 
[4,  750, 000] 

$364, 366, 300 

2, 483, 836, 581 

9,  450,  000 
1,  295,  000 
[8,150,  000] 

3,  550, 000 

5, 000 
[4, 750, 000] 

-$16, 419,  200 

-3, 226, 200 
-i-418,  500 
-1-83, 000 
[-1-1,150, 000] 

-]-245,  000 

-$20, 311,  700 

-98, 278, 000 
-125, 000 

Railroad  Retirement  Board _ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Concilia¬ 
tion  Service..  _  .  _  . 

Interstate  Commission  on  the 

[  - . ] 

-60, 000 

U.  S.  Soldiers  Home . 

[-1,814,000] 

[  - ] 

Total . . . . 

2, 881,321,781 

2, 981,  277,  581 

2, 862, 502, 881 

-18,818,900 

-118, 774,700 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

EMPLOYMENT  OF  THE  OLDER  WORKER 

The  Committee  was  happy  to  note  that  some  progress  has  been 
made  in  the  Department’s  program  to  better  the  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  the  older  workers  but  progress  has  been  much  slower  than 
was  anticipated.  The  Committee  hopes  that  the  so-called  action 
programs  planned  for  next  year  will  speed  up  progress  in  this  field. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $1,510,000,  ii  reduction  of 
$109,000  from  the  request,  and  a  reduction  of  $241,000  below  the  1957 
appropriation.  Some  activities  that  are  now  financed  from  this  appro¬ 
priation  are  to  be  transferred  next  fiscal  3^ear  to  the  working  capital 
fund,  explained  below.  A  straight  comparison  between  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957  and  the  amount  recommended  in  the  bill  for 
1958  does  not,  therefore,  present  a  true  picture  of  the  Committee’s 
action.  When  adjustments  are  made  for  these  transfers,  the  adjusted 
appropriation  for  1957  is  $1,422,800.  In  addition  to  the  1957  adjust¬ 
ments,  the  Department  plans  to  transfer  from  this  appropriation  to 
other  appropriations  certain  activities  in  connection  with  the  Older 
Worker  Pi’Ogram  and  Skills  of  the  Work  Force  Program,  which 
amount  to  approximately  $176,000.  Taking  all  of  these  adjustments 
into  consideration,  the  amount  allowed  by  the  Committee  is  sufficient 
to  support  all  of  the  activities  of  this  office  at  the  current  level  and  will 
[provide  increases  as  follows:  (a)  $50,000  for  a  non-recurring  rent  item; 
{h)  an  increase  of  approximately  $30,000  for  international  labor  affairs; 
and  (c)  an  increase  of  approximately^  $80,000  for  other  activities  in 
the  Ofhce  of  the  Secretaiy. 

The  only  large  item  disallowed  was  $225,000  requested  for  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  a  Defense  Mobilization  Program.  For  all  practical  purposes, 
this  is  the  same  request  that  the  Department  made  two  years  ago  at 
which  time  the  Departments  of  Labor  and  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare  requested  appropriations  foi’  Defense  Mobilization  and  Civil 
Defense  programs.  These  requests  were  denied  and  the  Committee 
wrote  in  its  report  as  follows: 

The  Committee  has  disapproved  all  requests  from  both 
Departments,  for  Civil  Defense  and  Defense  Mobilization 
activities.  It  is  the  Committee’s  firm  belief  that  the  scatter¬ 
ing  of  the  basic  program  authorities  through  the  Executive 
Branch  and  the  piecemeal  consideration  of  appropriations 
for  these  activities  by  the  Legislative  Branch  can  result  only 
in  confusion  and  waste  of  public  funds.  It  would  appear 
that  the  only  businesslike  way  to  handle  this  matter  would 
I  be  for  the  central  agency,  charged  with  the  primary  respon- 
f  sibility,  to  prepare  and  present  to  the  Congress  a  total,  in¬ 
tegrated  program.  The  Committee  will  expect  the  Civil 
Defense  Administration  and  the  Office  of  Defense  Mobiliza¬ 
tion  each  to  present  such  a  program  in  time  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  action  during  this  session  of  Congress. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  this  language  is  very  clear  and 
leaves  no  room  for  misinterpretation.  The  Committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  regarding  the  Civil  Defense  Program  have  been  followed.  It  was 
obvious  from  the  hearings  that  the  Department  of  Labor  would  very 
much  have  preferred  that  the  Committee’s  recommendations  had 
been  followed  with  regard  to  the  Defense  Mobilization  Program. 
One  of  the  Department  of  Labor  officials  stated  during  discussion  of 
this  matter,  “We  are  caught,  sir,  betw^een  the  policy  of  the  Committee 
and  the  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.” 
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Since  the  Committee’s  position  in  this  matter  has  been  so  clearly 
and  definitely  set  forth,  one  might  well  wonder  whether  the  officials 
who  made  the  decision  to  present  the  request  for  these  funds  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  budget  really  had  very  much  interest  in  having 
them  appropriated. 

Revolving  fund. — ^Miile  the  Committee  has  denied  the  request  for 
$150,000  to  capitalize  a  revolving  fund  to  finance  certain  central 
services,  it  has  approved  the  basic  request.  The  bill  includes  a 
working  capital  fund  which  wfill  accomplish  the  same  end  except  that 
certain  services  such  as  information  services,  budget  services,  etc., 
have  been  deleted.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  that  such 
activities  should  be  financed  from  annual  appropriations  and  thus  be 
subject  to  annual  review  by  the  Congress.  The  Committee  has  also 
written  a  provision  into  the  bill  which  will  permit  advance  payment 
from  the  divisions  and  bureaus  receiving  the  services,  thus  making  it 
unnecessary  to  have  an  appropriation  to  capitalize  this  fund. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR  ^ 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $2,225,000,  a  reduction  of 
$38,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $204,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  amount  provided  will  cover  mandatory 
cost  increases  in  1958  and  wfill  provide  about  $20,000  for  increases  in 
activities  necessary  because  of  the  expanded  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  The  Committee  has  also  allowed  the  request  for 
$365,000  to  be  derived  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  to  enable  the 
Office  of  the  Solicitor  to  continue  activities  in  connection  with  the 
Federal  Aid  Highw^ay  program  at  the  same  level  as  anticipated  for 
the  latter  part  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $1,031,300,  a  reduction  of 
$135,700  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $119,800  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  over  1957  wfill  provide 
sufficient  funds  for  mandatory  cost  increases,  an  increase  of  $15,000 
for  the  President’s  Committee  on  National  Employ  the  Physically 
Handicapped  Week,  $20,000  to  extend  safety  services  to  industries(^ 
using  fissionable  materials,  and  a  small  amount  to  provide  for  some^ 
further  activities  in  the  program  for  improvement  of  conditions  of 
domestic  migrant  workers. 

BUREAU  OF  veterans’  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $542,000,  the  amount  of 
the  budget  request,  and  an  increase  of  $159,000  over  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  for  1957.  Veterans  who  went  into  the  i^rmed  Services 
after  January  31,  1955,  have  no  major  readjustment  benefit,  except 
the  benefits  available  to  them  wfith  regard  to  reemployment.  They 
do  not  have  such  benefits  as  unemployment  compensation  and  educa¬ 
tional  benefits  that  are  available  to  those  veterans  who  w^ent  in  before 
January  31,  1955.  This  situation  has  resulted  in  greater  demands  on 
the  Bureau  of  Veterans  Reemployment  Rights  for  their  services  and 
it  is  expected  that  these  demands  will  increase  still  further  next  year. 
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BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Salaries  and  exjyenses. — The  bill  includes  $3,600,000,  a  reduction  of 
$340,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $201,000  over  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  1957.  The  Committee  has  deleted  the  words  “and  train¬ 
ing”  from  the  proposed  new  name  for  the  Bureau  and  has  not  included 
in  the  bill  the  requested  appropriation  language  authorizing  the  De¬ 
partment  to  expand  in  the  field  of  training.  The  increase  allowed 
over  the  1957  appropriation  is  sufficient  to  cover  mandatory  in¬ 
creases  in  expenses  for  1958,  but  will  not  permit  any  expansion  of  the 
staff. 

Many  Members  of  Congress  have  expressed  concern  that  this 
proposed  program  was  getting  into  the  field  of  vocational  education. 
The  Committee  has,  therefore,  deferred  the  possible  extension  of  the 
program  until  it  has  more  conclusive  evidence  of  whether  or  not  this 
conceiTi  is  well  founded. 

I 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $6,000,000,  a  reduction  of 
$358,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $442,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  After  taking  into  consideration  a 
small  decrease  in  activities  related  to  veterans  and  Federal  employees 
unemployment  compensation  programs,  and  the  elimination  of  non¬ 
reimbursed  work  for  the  Office  of  Defense  Mobilization,  the  amount 
recommended  will  cover  mandatory  cost  increases  for  current  employ¬ 
ment  and  a  few  small  program  increases  as  follows;  {a)  $22,500  to 
provide  additional  staff  to  develop  programs  to  assist  areas  with 
substantial  and  chronic  unemployment;  (5)  one  additional  position  to 
assist  State  agencies  which  have  communities  of  substantial  surplus 
labor  areas;  (c)  one  additional  employee  for  the  Veterans  Placement 
Service;  {d)  one  position  for  the  President’s  Committee  on  Migratory 
Labor,  and  (e)  the  continuation  of  that  portion  of  the  older  worker 
program  which  will  be  transferred  from  the  Secretary’s  office  in  1958. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemjdoyment  compensation,  and  emjdoyment 
service  administration. — The  bill  includes  $262,000,000,  a  reduction  of 
JK8,000,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $12,000,000  over  the 
Amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  will  provide  $7,745,000 
estimated  to  be  necessary  to  cover  increases  in  state  salaries  and 
approximately  $3,500,000  to  cover  estimated  increases  in  workload. 
It  is  the  desire  of  the  Committee  that  the  additional  amount  pro¬ 
vided  be  used  primarily  to  expand  activities  in  the  field  of  employ¬ 
ment  services  for  older  workers,  and  for  special  services  to  areas  with 
a  substantial  labor  surplus. 

The  Committee  in  reporting  the  1956  appropriation  for  this  item 
requested  that  the  Department  furnish  the  Committee  a  statement 
each  year  showing  each  trip  made  to  a  point  outside  the  state  by  any 
state  official  concerned  with  the  activity  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security.  The  Committee  has  now  received  three  reports  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  request.  As  a  result  of  the  Committee’s  request,  the 
Department,  through  the  Bureau,  has  issued  regulations  establishing 
a  standard  of  reporting  by  State  employment  security  officials  cover¬ 
ing  travel  to  Washington,  which  is  an  improvement  over  the  require¬ 
ments  previously  in  effect.  The  Committee  has  been  advised  that 
the  standards  will  be  specifically  called  to  the  attention  of  each  State 
agency  once  each  year.  These  revised  standards,  taking  into  con- 


6  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


sideration  the  content  of  the  reports  rendered  as  a  result  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee’s  request,  more  nearly  meet  the  jioint  which  the  Committee 
had  in  mind.  Consequently,  it  will  no  longer  be  necessary  for  the 
Department  to  make  the  report  requested  in  the  Committee’s  report 
on  the  1956  appropriation  bill. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans. — -The  bill  includes  $36,- 
800,000,  a  reduction  of  $5,200,000  from  the  request,  and  a  reduction 
of  $33,200,000  from  the  appropriation  for  1957.  This  recommenda¬ 
tion  is  calculated  on  the  basis  of  statistical  information  regarding 
payments  during  the  last  few  months,  which  was  of  course  not  available 
to  the  Department  at  the  time  the  request  contained  in  the  President’s 
budget  was  arrived  at.  The  basic  legislation  guarantees  paj’-ments  to 
all  eligible  veterans  and,  if  the  amount  in  the  bill  is  not  sufhcient,  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  will  have  to  be  made  available  in  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation.  Likewise,  if  a  still  greater  rate  of  decline  prevails  in 
succeeding  months,  the  unneeded  portion  of  the  appropriation  can  be 
used  for  no  other  purpose  and  will  automatically  revert  toi 
the  Treasury. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees. — 'The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $26,500,000,  a  reduction  of  $5,500,000  from  the  request,  and 
an  increase  of  $1,500,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
Since  there  was  a  carryover  of  funds  from  1956  to  1957  of  over  $3,- 
000,000,  the  total  amount  available  for  1957  was  over  $28,000,000, 
thus  the  am,ount  contained  in  the  bill  is  a  reduction  of  about  $1,500,000 
from  the  funds  estimated  to  be  expended  for  this  purpose  during  the 
current  fiscal  j-ear.  As  in  the  case  of  unemployment  compensation  for 
veterans,  the  amount  contained  in  the  bill  is  based  on  the  trend 
of  paymients  during  the  last  few  months,  which  have  been  slightlj'' 
lower  than  during  the  comparable  period  of  last  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm-labor  program.- — The  bill 
includes  $2,500,000,  a  reduction  of  $183,000  from  the  request  and 
an  increase  of  $375,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
Over  $100,000  of  the  increase  provided  is  for  mandatory  cost  increases. 
The  remainder  of  the  increase  is  to  provide  sufficient  funds  to  take  care 
of  the  steadily  increasing  demand  for  these  workers  and  for  some 
increase  in  determining  compliance  with  contract  provisions. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES  COMPENSATION  ^ 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $2,838,000,  the  amount  of 
the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $491,000  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957.  Except  for  mandatory  cost  increases  wdiich  will  occur  in 
195  k  practically  all  of  the  increase  is  to  provide  for  three  additional 
field  offices.  The  first  field  office  was  established  four  years  ago  in 
San  Francisco.  On  the  basis  of  four  years’  experience,  the  Bureau 
can  demonstrate  quite  conclusively  that  this  office  has  greatly  im¬ 
proved  services  to  claimants  in  the  West  coast  area.  With  the 
establishment  of  these  three  additional  offices  approximately  50%  of 
the  operations  under  the  Federal  Employees  Compensation  Act  will 
be  decentralized  into  the  field. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $7,470,000,  a  reduction  of 
$298,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $583,000  over  the 


LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS  7 

amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  will  provide  for  manda- 
toiy  cost  increases  and  for  the  following  program  increases:  (a)  $30,000 
for  the  initiation  of  a  3-year  program  to  shift  the  employment,  hours, 
earnings,  and  labor  turnover  data  to  the  new  standard  industrial 
classification  system  in  order  that  these  statistics  may  be  comparable 
with  statistics  which  are  published  elsewhere  in  the  government; 
(b)  $100,000  for  the  initiation  of  a  continuing  program  of  consumer 
expenditure  surveys  to  assist  in  insuring  that  the  consumer  price  index 
is  valid;  (c)  $50,000  for  statistical  analysis  of  some  of  the  problems 
affecting  older  workers;  and  (d)  $120,000  for  the  analysis  of  the 
effects  of  tariff  changes  on  U.  S.  employment.  The  Committee 
took  into  consideration  the  fact  that  the  retail  trade  wage  survey  will 
be  completed  during  the  current  year  and  that  the  Bureau  will  have  a 
non-recurring  printing  cost  in  connection  with  the  occupational  out¬ 
look  handbook.  A  deduction  of  $170,000  was  made  for  these  two 
non-recurring  items. 

When  the  proposed  project  for  analysis  of  the  effects  of  tariff  changes 
on  U.  S.  employment  was  discussed  during  the  hearings  it  was  brought 
out  that  the  textile  industry  would  likely  be  one  of  the  industries 
studied.  The  Committee  is  convinced  that  this  is  one  of  the  greatest 
problems  in  this  area  and  feels  strongly  that  priority  should  be  given 
to  the  textile  industry  in  carrying  out  this  analysis. 

women’s  bureau 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $462,000,  the  amount  of 
the  budget  request,  and  $59,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for 
1957. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $10,888,000,  the  amount 
of  the  request,  and  $888,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
The  increase  provides  for  no  additional  personnel.  The  only  item 
provided  for  other  than  mandatory  cost  increases  is  an  increase  of 
$232,000  for  a  one  grade  promotion  to  those  employees  who  have 
satisfactorily  completed  their  first  year  of  employment  as  investigators. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  the  established  policy  of  the  Bureau  to  hire 
at  one  grade  lower  than  paid  to  regular  investigators  and  increase  the 
salary  only  after  the  employee  has  proven  that  he  can  efficiently  dis¬ 
charge  the  duties  of  this  position. 

TITLE  II— DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

RETARDED  CHILDREN 

Two  years  ago  there  was  not  an  identifiable  program  in  the  Federal 
Government  aimed  at  meeting  the  problem  of  mentally  retarded 
children.  At  that  time  this  Committee  found  that  so  little  attention 
had  been  paid  to  the  problem  that  there  were  only  vague  estimates 
even  of  the  number  of  children  involved.  There  were  only  guesses 
as  to  the  causes  of  the  problem  and  practically  nothing  was  being 
done,  either  to  find  out  more  about  the  causes  or  to  alleviate  the 
problem.  As  a  result  of  the  action  of  this  Committee,  $750,000  was 
specifically  earmarked  to  do  some  basic  research.  Of  this  amount 
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$500,000  was  appropriated  as  an  increase  over  the  budget  request  of 
the  National  Institute  of  Neurology  and  Blindness,  and  an  increase 
of  $250,000  was  appropriated  for  the  National  Mental  Health  Insti¬ 
tute  to  start  research  in  this  field. 

In  its  action  on  the  Appropriation  Bill  for  1957  the  Committee 
specifically  earmarked  a  minimum  of  $2,505,000  for  further  work  in 
the  field  of  mental  retardation.  This  action  provided  for  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  research  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Neurology  and  Blindness 
and  Mental  Health  at  not  less  than  the  level  for  1956.  It  provided 
$675,000  for  a  specific  research  program  in  the  field  of  education  of  the 
mentally  retarded,  which  program  the  Committee  had  directed  the 
Office  of  Education  to  formulate.  It  provided  $80,000  for  the  Chil¬ 
dren’s  Bureau  for  work  with  the  States  and  communities  in  the  field 
of  mental  retardation,  particularly  with  respect  to  preschool  children. 
It  provided  specifically  for  $1,000,000  under  the  appropriation  “Grants 
to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare”  to  be  used  for  activities  in 
this  field,  and  in  its  report  the  Committee  indicated  the  desire  that^ 
approximately  an  additional  $1,000,000  be  spent  from  this  appropria-* 
tion  if  it  could  be  efficiently  and  soundly  utilized. 

This  stni  must  be  considered  a  relatively  new  program,  however, 
the  Com.mittee  is  gratified,  not  only  at  the  progress  which  has  been 
made  within  the  Department  of  Health  Education  and  Welfare,  but 
also  with  the  considerable  increase  in  public  interest  which  has  been 
generated  by  these  activities.  It  is  obvious  that  this  is  an  instance 
where  a  new  Federal  activity  has  resulted  in  stimulating  far  gi'eater 
activity  outside  the  Federal  government.  This,  in  the  long  run,  will 
undoubtedly  prove  to  be  the  most  worthwhile  phase  of  this  activity. 

The  Committee  will  expect  the  Department  to  continue  an  aggres¬ 
sive  program  to  determine  the  causes  of  mental  retardation  in  children, 
ways  to  prevent  it,  and  programs  for  the  alleviation  of  the  problem 
among  those  children  afflicted.  The  Committee  will  expect  that 
there  be  no  diminution  in  efforts  in  any  of  the  bureaus  now  working 
on  phases  of  this  problem  and  will  expect  that  projects  be  stepped  up 
wherever  good  leads  indicate  that  additional  activities  will  pay  off. 

PROBLEMS  OF  THE  AGING 

While  the  Department  was  able  to  show  some  progress  in  its  workO 
on  problems  of  the  aging,  the  progress  falls  far  short  of  coming  up  to 
the  expectations  of  the  Committee.  It  is  hoped  that  the  groundwork 
has  now  been  laid  and  that  real,  tangible  progress  will  be  made  during 
the  next  year. 

CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

Several  items  were  discussed  dui’ing  the  course  of  the  hearings 
which  indicated  undue  delay  in  carrying  forth  some  of  the  programs 
and  activities  of  the  Departm.ent,  some  of  which  are  discussed  begin¬ 
ning  on  page  40  in  the  hearings.  While  the  number  of  these  instances 
does  lead  the  Committee  to  wonder  if  the  Department  is  not  more 
assiduous  in  seeking  authority  for  new  programs  than  it  is  in  carrving 
them  out,  most  of  these  delays,  individually,  do  not  represent  matters 
of  great  concern  to  the  Committee. 

There  is  one  phase  of  operations,  however,  that  has  been  so  delayed 
that  it  has  become  a  serious  matter.  This  is  the  construction  of 
buildings  for  various  parts  of  the  Department. 
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The  outstanding  example,  which  is  costing  the  Federal  government 
not  just  thousands  of  dollars  but  actually  millions  of  dollars,  is 
the  proposed  building  in  Baltimore  for  the  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  personnel.  It  has  been  testified  repeatedly  that 
this  building  would  save  a  minimum  of  one  million  dollars  a  year  in 
administrative  expenses  on  the  basis  of  the  most  conservative  esti¬ 
mates.  Congress  first  made  funds  available  for  planning  and  purchase 
of  the  site  on  July  31,  1953.  This  appropriation  was  $1,500,000. 
Since  that  time  an  additional  amount  of  $23,870,000  has  been  appro¬ 
priated  for  construction.  Almost  four  years  have  now  gone  by  since 
the  original  planning  funds  were  appropriated  and  the  appropriation 
has  not  yet  been  obligated  and  of  course  the  plans  are  not  yet  complete. 
During  the  hearings  the  Committee  was  informed  that  even  if  the 
plans  were  complete  the  Administration  policy  regarding  the  defer¬ 
ment  of  new  building  would  prevent  them  from  proceeding.  It  was 
explained  that  this  was  an  attempt  to  curb  the  inflationary  spiral  now 
in  progress.  It  was  not  stated  whether  or  not  the  effect  of  spending 
a  minimum  of  a  million  dollars  every  year  for  which  there  is  no  eco¬ 
nomic  return  is  inflationary. 

There  are  many  other  examples  such  as  the  building  program  of 
Gallaudet  College  which  was  presented  to  the  Committee  as  a  three- 
year  program  in  connection  with  both  the  1956  and  1957  budgets.  It 
now  has  grown  to  a  four-year  program  and  the  Committee  was  told  by 
the  President  of  the  College  it  might  be  a  five  or  six  year  program. 
There  has  been  no  addition  whatsoever  to  the  plans,  just  a  delay  in 
constructing  the  buildings.  Funds  were  made  available  in  1947  to 
construct  a  building  at  Howard  University,  construction  of  which  has 
still  not  begun  although  the  funds  are  still  held  with  the  expectation 
that  someday  it  will  be  built.  A  rather  ludicrous  situation  exists, 
with  regard  to  the  Administration  policy  on  construction,  in  that 
funds  already  appropriated  for  the  construction  of  Indian  hospitals 
in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  have  been  frozen,  and  yet  in  connection 
with  another  item,  “Grants  for  hospital  construction”,  new  appro¬ 
priations  are  requested  for  construction  of  hospitals  in  the  same 
States.  For  many  years  there  has  been  a  great  need  for  a  new  building 
for  the  Communicable  Disease  Center  at  Atlanta.  There  has  been 
no  doubt  that  a  new  building  which  would  consolidate  the  scattered 
activities  of  the  Center  would  not  only  increase  the  efficiency  of 
operation  but  would  actually  save  the  Federal  Government  money. 
This  Committee  has  for  years  encouraged  the  Department  to  come 
to  it  with  a  construction  plan  and  request  for  funds  to  carry  out 
such  a  plan.  For  no  good  reason  which  has  yet  been  presented  to 
the  Committee,  it  was  decided  instead  to  get  approval  of  this  building 
under  the  lease-purchase  program.  This  program  of  course  has 
completely  bogged  do^vn. 

Other  examples  could  be  given  but  these  are  adequate  background 
for  the  action  of  the  Committee  in  including  two  special  provisions  in 
the  bill.  One  of  these  would  rescind  all  building  funds  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1959,  thus  requiring  a  resubmittal  if  the  building  is  still 
needed.  The  Congress  might  then  determine  whether  changed  con¬ 
ditions,  in  the  3’'ears  that  have  elapsed  since  the  funds  were  first  made 
available,  indicate  that  the  building  should  be  eliminated  or  the  plans 
for  it  altered.  The  second  pi'ovision  woidd  require  that  the  Depart- 
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ment  present  all  building  plans  for  direct  appropriation  rather  than 
tlu-oiigh  the  more  expensive  and  apparently  much  slower  procedure 
of  lease-purchase.  The  Committee  will  expect  the  Department  to 
promptly  present  any  such  plans  that  are  currently  being  pursued 
under  the  lease -purchase  procedure  if  they  feel  that  it  is  still  important 
to  proceed  with  plans  for  such  buildings. 

AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

Education  of  the  blind. — The  bill  includes  $328,000,  the  amount  of 
the  request,  and  $98,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
The  increase  is  necessary  because  of  an  amendment  to  the  basic 
legislation  during  the  last  session  of  Congress  which  extended  the 
benefits  of  this  program  to  blind  students  attending  regular  schools, 
and  because  of  the  increased  cost  of  producing  books  and  teaching 
materials. 

FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $9,300,000,  the  amount  of 
the  request,  and  $2,521,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
This  increase  is  another  step  toward  complying  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Citizens’  Advisory  Committee  that  was  established  two 
years  ago  for  the  specific  purpose  of  reviewing  this  activity.  The 
Citizens  Committee  recommended  that  personnel  and  facilities  be 
increased  3  to  4-fold  within  5  to  10  years.  At  the  rate  provided  for  in 
the  bill  it  will  take  a  minimum  of  ten  years  to  somewhat  less  than 
treble  the  personnel  and  facilities. 

FREEDMEN’s  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $3,000,000,  a  reduction  of 
$32,000  from  the  request  and  an  increase  of  $245,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  will  provide  for  mandatory  cost 
increases,  three  more  positions  for  the  training  program  and  a  few  more 
positions  to  bring  services  in  the  general  hospital  to  a  more  nearly 
adequate  level. 

gallaudet  college 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $730,000,  the  amount  of 
the  request,  and  $115,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
The  Committee  hopes  that  this  is  the  final  step  in  a  three-year  program 
which  the  Committee  initiated  two  years  ago  to  bring  this  school  to 
full  accreditation. 

Construction. — The  bill  includes  $1,690,000,  the  amount  of  the  re¬ 
quest,  and  $857,000  below  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  For 
the  last  two  years  the  Committee  has  been  lead  to  believe  that  a  three- 
year  program  would  complete  construction  of  buildings  which  were 
deemed  to  be  necessary  to  make  this  a  fii’st  class  institution  from  the 
standpoint  of  physical  facilities.  This  year  the  Committee  was  told 
that  this  program  cannot  possibly  be  completed  in  less  than  four  years 
and  perhaps  five  or  six.  While  this  is  an  irritating  situation,  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  the  Congress  should  continue  to  help  this,  the  only 
college  for  the  deaf  in  the  United  States,  to  at  least  have  the  physical 
plant  necessary  for  accreditation.  Certainly  the  delays  so  far  have 
all  been  in  the  Executive  Branch  and  not  clue  to  lack  of  mterest  or 
support  by  the  Congress. 
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HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $3,800,000,  a  reduction 
of  $200,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $500,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  Committee 
that  $50,000  of  the  increase  be  applied  to  the  bacldog  of  repairs  and 
maintenance  which  have  been  accumulating  during  the  last  several 
years,  and  that  the  balance  be  for  salary  increases  requested,  and  addi¬ 
tional  teaching  and  teaching  support  personnel.  The  Committee  is 
convinced  of  the  desirability  of  maintaining  Howard  University  as  a 
first  class  school  and  is  happy  to  recommend  a  substantial  increase  in 
funds  as  it  has  for  each  of  the  last  two  5^ears,  however,  it  is  a  little  dis¬ 
turbed  at  the  lack  of  corresponding  increases  in  income  from  non- 
federal  sources.  In  1958  the  request  to  the  Congress  was  for  a  $700,000 
increase,  $500,000  of  which  is  recommended  in  the  bill,  however,  the 
income  from  non-federal  sources  is  estimated  to  go  up  only  $156,000. 
In  this  connection  it  is  also  pertinent  to  point  out  that  the  entire  cost 
I  of  construction,  which  has  run  into  many  millions  of  dollars  over  the 
last  several  years,  is  borne  by  Federal  funds. 

Plans  and  specifications. — ^The  bill  includes  $150,000,  the  amount 
of  the  request.  These  funds  will  be  used  to  begin  planning  a  physical 
education  building  and  a  home  economics  building. 

Construction  oj  buildings. — The  bill  includes  $262,000  the  amount 
of  the  rccpiest,  to  complete  equipping  the  Dental  School  building. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  education. — -The  bill 
includes  $33,442,081,  a  reduction  of  $308,000  from  the  request,  and 
$2,000,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1957.  The  increase  is  for  the 
practical  nurse  training  program. 

Further  endo  wment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts. — ■ 
The  bill  includes  $2,501,500,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  the  same 
amount  as  was  appropriated  for  1957. 

Grants  for  library  services. — The  bill  includes  $5,000,000,  an  increase 
of  $2,000,000  over  the  request,  an  increase  of  $2,950,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957,  and  $2,500,000  less  than  the  authori- 
I  zation. 

Payments  to  school  districts. — The  bill  includes  $127,000,000,  the 
amount  of  the  request,  and  $13,950,000  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957.  The  entitlements  are  calculated  in  accordance  with  for¬ 
mulas  prescribed  in  basic  legislation.  The  Office  of  Education 
estimates  of  the  funds  required  have  been  relative^  accurate  during 
the  past  few  years  and  the  Committee  saw  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
estimate  presented  is  the  most  accurate  that  can  be  made  at  this  time. 

Assistance  for  school  construction. — The  bill  includes  $41,700,000, 
a  reduction  of  $100,000  from  the  request,  and  a  reduction  of  $66,800,- 
000  from  the  appropriation  for  1957.  This  request  is  estimated  to  be 
sufficient  to  fulfill  the  Federal  Government’s  obligations  under  the 
two-3’ear  extension  program  provided  liy  legislation  passed  in  the  last 
session  of  Congress.  The  reduction  of  $100,000  is  from  the  salaries 
and  expenses  portion  of  this  appropriation  and  will  in  no  way  eriect  the 
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amount  of  funds  available  for  actual  school  construction.  The  reduc¬ 
tion  will  result  in  $700,000  being  available  for  technical  services 
rendered  by  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  instead  of 
$800,000  requested. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $7,000,000,  a  reduction  of 
$500,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $1,730,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  In  addition  to  mandatory  cost  in¬ 
creases  in  1958  the  amount  recommended  will  provide  for  an  increase 
of  $1,280,000  for  coooerative  research  contracts  with  universities 
and  other  organizations  qualified  to  conduct  reseai’ch  in  the  field 
of  education;  and  approximately  $225,000  additional  for  personal 
services  costs.  Last  year  an  increase  of  133  positions  was  allowed 
for  1957.  Less  than  half  of  the  additional  positions  provided  for  1957 
had  been  filled  by  the  end  of  the  seventh  month  of  the  fiscal  year. 
Until  it  is  known  how  the  recruitment  program  progresses  for  the 
rest  of  the  year,  no  accurate  comparison  between  the  two  fiscal  years 
on  a  “position”  basis  can  be  made.  However,  the  total  man  years  of^ 
employment  provided  for  by  the  Committee’s  recommendations  will^ 
be  considerably  higher  in  1958  than  in  1957.  The  Committee  also 
believes  that  certain  internal  adjustments  can  be  made  to  provide 
some  increase  which  will  likely  be  necessary  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  the  cooperative  research  program. 

Two  years  ago  the  Committee  wi’ote  in  its  report  that  the  Office  of 
Education  was  to  develop  a  research  program  in  connection  with 
education  of  mentally  retarded  children.  This  program  was  presented 
to  the  Committee  last  year  in  connection  with  the  budget  for  1957. 

It  was  estimated  to  cost  $675,000  during  the  first  year.  The  new 
program  was  approved  by  the  Committee  and  the  full  amount  of  the 
funds  requested  was  appropriated  ii  the  1957  appropriation  bill. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Office  of  Education  had  over  a  year  to  plan 
this  program,  the  Committee  was  a  little  disappointed  that  it  was  314 
months  after  the  money  was  made  available  before  the  first  research 
contract  was  negotiated.  However,  it  appears  that  good  progress 
has  been  made  since  that  time  and  that  this  program  is  now  progressing 
quite  satisfactorily.  To  carry  forward  in  1958  the  research  projects 
started  in  1957  will  cost  $1,183,000.  Sufficient  funds  are  provided 
in  the  bill  to  cover  this  entire  cost  and  provide  some  additional  funds  ^ 
with  which  to  start  promising  new  projects.  The  Committee  -willC^ 
expect  that  the  budget  presentations  next  year  wiU  set  forth  the  past, 
current,  and  proposed  financing  of  this  program  more  clearly  than 
was  done  in  the  budget  presentation  accompanying  the  request  for 
1958. 

It  has  been  conservatively  estimated  that,  exclusive  of  the  deaf, 
there  are  IK  million  school-age  children  with  speech  and  hearing 
disorders.  The  schools  have  an  unusual  opportunity  to  help  these 
children.  Many  with  defects,  especially  if  discovered  early  in  child¬ 
hood,  could  be  made  completely  normal;  others  have  conditions  which 
cannot  be  corrected  but  could  be  improved.  Children  with  speech 
disorders  comprise  our  largest  single  gi'oup  of  handicapped  children. 
According  to  leading  authorities,  2  to  5  per  cent  of  our  school-age 
population  have  speech  defects  sufficiently  severe  to  interfere  with 
their  educational,  social  and  emotional  adjustment.  An  additional 
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number  Iiave  sufficient  hearing  impairment  to  require  special  edu¬ 
cational  provisions.  They  number  from  one-half  to  1  per  cent  of 
the  school-age  population.  While  something  is  being  done  by  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  schools  to  meet  the  special  needs  of  these  children,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  not  more  than  one  out  of  four  speech-handicapped  pupils 
is  receiving  remedial  speech  instruction.  There  are  no  reliable  esti¬ 
mates  of  the  number  of  neglected  hard  of  hearing  children,  but  it  is 
known  that  services  for  these  children  are  even  less  adequate.  In 
view  of  the  seriousness  of  this  situation  the  Committee  requests  the 
Office  of  Education  to  be  prepared  to  present  a  program,  next  year, 
aimed  at  solving  this  problem  of  giving  adequate  educational  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  children  with  speech  and  hearing  defects.  While  the  most 
obvious  program  would  seem  to  be  teacher  training  the  Committee 
will  leave  to  the  professional  judgement  of  the  officials  of  the  Office 
of  Education,  the  determination  of  what  will  best  meet  this  situation. 
.  President’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School. — The 
/bill  includes  $200,000,  a  reduction  of  $100,000  from  the  request,  and 
an  increase  of  $50,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The 
law  establishing  this  Committee  provides  that  it  shall  make  its  final 
report  to  the  President  by  December  31,  1957.  The  Committee  has, 
therefore,  included  language  in  the  bill  which  would  terminate  the 
financing  of  the  Committee’s  operations  on  that  date  except  for 
necessary  costs  of  liquidation. 

OFFICE  OP  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies. — The  bill  includes  $45,100,000, 
the  amount  of  the  request,  ancl  an  increase  $7,100,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  amount  in  the  bill  includes  $40,000,000 
for  grants  for  basic  vocational  rehabilitation  services  under  Section  2 
of  the  Act,  $1,500,000  for  extension  and  improvement  projects  under 
Section  3  of  the  Act,  and  $3,600,000  for  special  projects  under  Sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Act.  The  maximum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
Section  2  for  1958  is  $53,000,000.  Since  not  all  States  will  be  able  to 
match  the  maximum  allotment  which  they  could  receive  under  the 
Wet,  the  figure  of  $40,000,000  was  presented  to  the  Committee  as 
\eing  a  more  reasonable  estimate  of  what  States  could  actually  match. 
The  bill  includes  a  provision,  requested  by  the  Department,  which 
will  allow  allocations  to  individual  States  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
$53,000,000  rather  than  $40,000,000,  so  that  those  States  that  do 
have  sufficient  matching  funds  can  take  advantage  of  the  maximum 
amount  of  Federal  funds  they  would  be  entitled  to  under  the  basic 
legislation. 

During  the  hearings,  it  was  brought  out  that  the  $40,000,000 
requested  under  Section  2  would  be  sufficient  to  match  $24,500,000 
of  State  funds,  but  that  the  Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
estimated  that  States  would  have  available  funds  in  the  amount  of 
at  least  $25,000,000  and  perhaps  as  much  as  $26,800,000.  It  was 
also  brought  out  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  made  no  reduction 
in  the  request.  It  has  been  the  policy  for  the  last  several  years  for 
overall  ceilings  to  be  established  for  Departments  and  agencies  when 
the  budget  is  being  formulated.  The  Committee  is  going  to  insist  on 
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more  realistic  estimates  in  the  future  or  will  drop  the  open  end  feature 
which  is  now  provided  regarding  allotments  of  Section  2  funds. 

The  C'ommittee  was  somewhat  critical  in  its  report  last  year  of  the 
fact  that  the  States  have  not  given  as  much  attention  as  they  should 
to  rehabilitation  of  the  more  difficult  cases  such  as  cerebral  palsy, 
the  mentally  retarded,  etc.  While  the  Office  of  Vocational. Rehabilita¬ 
tion  has  apparently  made  some  efforts  to  encourage  this  type  of  reha¬ 
bilitation  activities,  the  Committee  was  disappointed  that  the  statistics 
do  not  show  any  greater  advance  in  rehabilitation  of  the  difficult 
cases  than  is  shown  in  total  cases.  It  is  realized  that  these  more 
difficult  cases  take  more  time,  and  so  emphasis  on  this  phase  of  the 
program  would  not  show  up  immediately  in  the  statistics,  however, 
it  will  be  expected  that  more  progress  be  shown  when  the  1959  budget 
is  presented. 

Training  and  traineeships.- — The  bill  includes  $4,400,000,  the  amount 
of  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $1,450,000  over  the  appropriation  for^ 
1957.  The  Committee  will  expect  that  a  portion  of  the  increase  pro-^ 
vided  will  be  used  to  start  a  pi’ogram  in  the  much  neglected  field  of 
training  speech  and  hearing  therapists  and  will  expect  the  Office  to 
present  a  good  program  in  this  field  when  they  appear  before  the 
Committee  next  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $1,330,000,  a  reduction  of 
$1 15,000  from  the  request  and  an  increase  of  $170,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  amount  contained  in  the  bill  will  be 
sufficient  to  cover  increased  mandatory  costs  in  1958  and  will  provide 
approximately  $100,000  for  additional  field  personnel  in  order  to 
adequately  administer  the  expanding  vocational  rehabilitation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  States. 

Public  Headh  Service 

Assistance  to  States,  general. — The  bill  includes  $19,592,000,  a 
reduction  of  $5,017,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $2,001,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increases  and  decreases 
by  individual  parts  of  this  program  are  as  follows:  {a)  The  increase  of 
$3,000,000,  from  $12,000,000  to  $15,000,000,  in  grants  for  general 
health  activities  was  not  allowed.  (6)  The  request  for  special  language^ 
and  $1,500,000  for  a  new  program  of  special  projects  in  health  of  theO 
aged  and  clironic  disease  has  also  been  disallowed.  The  language 
proposed  was  new  legislation.  The  Committee  cannot  believe  that 
the  Public  Health  Service  was  very  interested  in  this  item,  for  it  was 
handled  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  obviously  be  contrary  to  the  rules 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  carry  it  in  the  bill  and,  of  course,  it 
would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  The  Committee  will  expect 
that  the  Public  Health  Service  encourage  the  States  to  carry  forth 
projects  of  this  type  under  the  $12,000,000  allowed  for  general  health 
services,  (c)  The  increase  of  $1,000,000,  from  $1,000,000  to  $2,000,000, 
for  public  health  training  has  been  allowed,  (d)  The  Committee 
has  allowed  $950,000  of  an  increase  of  $1,467,000,  from  $4,642,000  to 
$6,109,000,  requested  for  direct  operations.  Approximately  $200,000 
of  the  increase  is  to  cover  mandatory  cost  increases  and  $750,000  is  to 
provide  program  increases  in  the  field  of  health  for  the  aged  and  chronic 
disease  and  accident  prevention. 
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Grants  and  specAal  studies,  Territory  of  Alaska. — The  bill  includes 
$2,165,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $995,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  results  from 
legislation  which  was  passed  in  the  last  session  of  Congress  transferring 
the  responsibility  for  care  of  the  mentally  ill  in  Alaska  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  Justice  to  the  Terri¬ 
tory.  Comparative  adjustments  have  been  made  in  the  budgets  for 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  Justice. 

Venereal  diseases .—T\\Oi  bill  includes  $4,415,000,  the  amount  of 
the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $220,000  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957.  During  the  last  year,  for  the  first  time  in  many  years,  the 
incidence  of  venereal  disease  has  increased  in  the  United  States.  The 
Committee  is  hopeful  that  continuation  of  the  increase  granted  last 
year  and  the  allowance  of  this  small  additional  increase  will  assist  in 
reversing  this  trend. 

Tuberculosis. — The  bill  includes  $7,000,000,  the  amount  of  the 
request,  and  an  increase  of  $340,000  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957.  The  increase  wdl  provide  for  increased  mandatory  costs 
in  1958  and  for  some  increase  in  contractual  services  and  supplies  and 
materials  which  are  necessary  for  the  orderly  continuance  of  the 
research  program  on  isoniazid  as  a  tuberculosis  preventive. 

Communicable  diseases. — The  bill  includes  $6,200,000,  a  reduction 
of  $60,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $450,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  Approximately  $200,000  of  the 
increase  is  necessaiy  to  cover  the  mandatory  contribution  to  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Fund  in  1958.  The  Committee  will  expect 
that  a  portion  of  the  increase  be  used  for  further  development  of  the 
fluorescent  tagged  antibody  technique  for  disease  diagnosis.  It  is 
hard  for  the  Committee  to  understand  why  so  little  interest  has  been 
shown  in  the  development  of  this  technique  by  the  U.  S.  Public  Health 
Service  when  many  experts  in  the  field  feel  that  it  is  a  development 
which,  if  perfected,  could  revolutionize  diagnostic  procedures. 

Sanitary  enyineering  activities. — The  bill  includes  $12,640,000,  a 
reduction  of  $423,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $3,640,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  This  rather  substantial 
increase  is  prompted  almost  entirely  by  the  expanded  program  of 
research  and  technical  assistance  authorized  by  Public  Laws  159  and 
660  of  the  84th  Congress.  The  amount  carried  in  the  bill  will  pro¬ 
vide  $4,000,000  for  air  pollution  activities;  $6,500,000  for  water 
supply  and  water  pollution  control  activities,  including  $3,000,000 
for  grants  to  States  and  interstate  agencies;  and  $2,140,000  for  radio¬ 
logical  health  activities,  milk  and  food  sanitation  work,  interstate 
carrier  and  general  sanitation,  and  miscellaneous  service  and  admin¬ 
istrative  work. 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction. — The  bill  includes 
$50,000,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  the  same  amount  as  was 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  hearings  on  this  item  indicate  that 
applications  will  undoubtedly  be  submitted  for  considerably  more 
funds  than  are  included  in  the  bill.  The  amount  included  in  the  bill 
is  the  maximum  authorized  by  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction. — The  bill  includes  $121,200,000, 
the  amount  of  the  request,  and  a  reduction  of  $3,800,000  from,  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  request  included  $90,000,000,  a 
reduction  of  $12,800,000  from  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957,  for 
general  hospitals  under  part  C  of  the  Act;  and  $30,000,000,  an  in- 
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crease  of  $9,000,000,  for  special  categories  of  facilities  authorized 
under  Part  G  of  the  Act.  While  the  bill  does  not  change  the  total 
it  does  increase  to  $99,000,000  the  amount  for  general  hospitals  under 
Part  C,  a  decrease  of  only  $3,800,000  from  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957;  and  it  changes  the  amount  of  $30,000,000  requested  for 
facilities  under  Part  G,  back  to  $21,000,000,  the  same  amount  as  was 
appropriated  for  1957. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services. — The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $1,450,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  an  increase  of 
$69,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bUl  is  only  to  cover  increased  mandatory  costs  in  195^ 

Hospitals  and  medical  care. — The  bill  includes  $44,399,000,  the 
amount  of  the  request  and  $5,388,000  above  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957.  The  Committee  has  been  concerned  for  some  years  about 
reports  that  the  U.  S.  Public  Health  Service  hospitals  are  under  manned, 
that  their  equipment  is  obsolete,  and  that  they  are,  in  general,  not 
giving  hospital  care  which  is  up  to  the  standard  of  other  Government 
hospitals  and  first  class  public  hospitals  outside  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  During  the  past  year  the  Department  has  had  some  of  these 
hospitals  insiDected  by  impartial  experts  in  the  field  of  hospitals  and 
medical  care  and  their  findings  seem  to  completely  substantiate  the 
complaints  which  have  previously  been  received  by  the  Committee. 
The  Committee  feels  that  the  medical  care  given  at  the  U.  S.  Public 
Health  Service  hospitals  should  either  be  first  class  or  should  be  dis¬ 
continued.  It  is  the  belief  of  the  Committee  that  the  former  alter¬ 
native  should  be  followed  and  it  has  therefore  approved  in  full  the 
amount  requested  and  will  expect  a  full  report  next  year  on  what  has 
been  accomplished  with  the  increase. 

Foreign  Quarantine  Service. — The  bill  includes  $3,876,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $150,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $561,000  above 
the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  request  included  approxi¬ 
mately  $200,000  to  cover  the  cost  of  night  boarding  of  ships  arriving 
in  the  United  States  from  foreign  ports.  It  is  expected  that  language 
which  is  now  before  the  House  and  Senate  conferees  will  be  in-  b’ded 
in  the  Urgent  Deficiency  Bill,  1957,  and  will  result  in  a  net  savings  of 
$150,000  from  the  amount  budgeted  for  overtime  in  1958.  The  action 
of  the  Committee  in  reducing  the  request  by  $150,000  is  not  intended 
to  in  any  way  restrict  the  services  proposed  in  the  budget.  The 
remainder  of  the  increase  is  made  up  of  mandatory  items,  annualiza¬ 
tion  of  an  increase  granted  in  1957  for  examination  of  visa  applicants 
in  foreign  countries,  and  for  a  program  of  increased  vigilance  against 
yellow  fever  which  has  been  steadily  advancing  through  Central 
America  and  Mexico  toward  the  United  States. 

Indian  health  activities. — The  bill  includes  $40,000,000,  a  reduction 
of  $3,990,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $1,225,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  On  the  whole,  the  Committee  is 
favorably  impressed  with  the  progress  that  has  been  indicated  since 
the  Indian  health  activities  have  been  taken  over  by  the  U.  S.  Public 
Health  Service.  The  Committee  is  convinced  that  additional  progress 
can  be  made  with  the  funds  allowed.  The  amount  included  in  the 
bill  will  be  an  increase  of  66^%  over  the  last  appropriation  made  for 
these  activities  before  they  were  transferred  to  the  U.  S.  Public  Health 
Service  less  than  2  years  ago. 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities. — The  bill  includes  $3,096,000, 
a  reduction  of  $2,704,000  from  the  request,  and  a  reduction  of  $5,- 
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666,000  from  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  Public  Health 
Service  had  $5,535,000  available  for  coustruction  of  Indian  health 
facilities  during  the  fiscal  year  1956.  Of  this  amount,  only  $1,893,439 
was  obligated,  with  the  result  that  a  large  part  of  the  funds  ap])ro- 
priated  for  1956  carried  forward  into  1957.  The  Service  requested 
an  additional  api)ro])riation  for  1957  of  $8,762,000.  The  full  amount 
of  tlie  request  was  granted,  making  $12,403,561  available,  including 
the  cariyover  from  the  previous  fiscal  year.  During  the  first  six 
months  of  fiscal  year  1957,  only  $411,512  of  these  funds  was  obli¬ 
gated.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  construction  program  has  been 
so  seriously  delayed,  and  such  a  large  unobligated  balance  exists,  the 
Committee  has  not  allowed  any  of  the  funds  requested  for  hospitals 
and  clinics  and  for  personnel  quarters.  Sufhcient  unobligated  funds 
from  previous  years  are  already  available  to  make  considerable 
progress  in  these  two  fields.  The  Committee  did  allow  $2,596,000 
for  alterations  and  $500,000  for  other  plant  facilities,  the  full  amount 
Vrec[uested  for  these  two  categories. 


NatioxVal  Institutes  of  Health 


The  total  of  appropriations  to  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
leaving  out  of  consideration  funds  appropriated  for  construction,  for 
the  fiscal  year  1956  was  $98,458,000.  On  the  advice  of  some  of  the 
most  eminent  authorities  in  the  field  of  medical  research,  the  Congress 
appropriated  $183,007,000  for  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  for 
fiscal  year  1957.  The  estimated  amount  which  will  be  unobligated 
at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year  is  approximately  $10,000,000.  Thus 
the  actual  expenditures  of  1957  funds  will  amount  to  approximately 
$173,000,000. 

The  total  amount  requested  for  fiscal  year  1958  is  $190,183,000. 
For  the  1958  request  to  be  comparable  with  the  1957  appropriation 
one  must  take  into  consideration  that  there  are  certain  increases  in 
mandatory  costs  in  1958  which  will  amount  to  $3,057,400.  In  addition 
the  Department’s  budget  proposed  that  the  current  policy  of  paying 
up  to  15  percent  additional  on  research  projects  to  cover  the  indirect 
costs  of  the  mstitution  performing  the  research,  be  revised  to  increase 
■vthe  allowance  to  25  percent.  This  increase  in  overhead  allowance 
_^ould,  if  approved,  have  increased  costs  in  1958  b^’  a  total  of 
$6,863,000.  Thus,  increased  costs  that  would  add  nothing  to  the 
actual  research  program  would  total  roughly  $10,000,000.  So  the 
1958  budget  provided  for  approximately  $180,000,000  for  the  same 
activities  for  which  $183,000,000  was  appropriated  in  1957,  but  the 
budget  represented  an  increase  over  the  amount  which  is  actually 
estimated  to  be  spent  of  approximately  $7,000,000. 

The  Committee  has  approved  the  total  budget  recpiest  for  each 
Institute.  The  Committee  has  not  apiiroved  the  proposed  increase 
in  overhead  allowance  and  has  included  a  provision  in  the  bill  to  limit 
such  allowances  to  15%.  It  was  less  than  two  years  ago  that  the 
oveiliead  allowance  was  raised  from  8%  to  15%.  The  Committee 
does  not  doubt  that  most  medical  schools  need  some  additional 
financial  assistance,  however,  funds  appropriated  to  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  are  not  for  the  purpose  of  general  assistance 
to  medical  schools,  and  the  Committee  was  not  convinced  that  the 
research  program  for  which  these  funds  are  appropriated  would  sufl’er 

H.  Rei)t.  217,  85-1 - -3 


18  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


by  maintaining  the  current  policies  in  regard  to  overliead  allowances, 
or  that  the  maintenance  of  this  policy  would  be  unfair  to  the  insti¬ 
tutions  that  request  these  research  grants.  The  action  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  maintaining  the  current  rate  for  overhead  allowances  will 
free  $6,863,000  earmarked  in  the  budget  for  overhead  and  will  make 
it  available  for  additional  research.  Thus  the  Committee  action 
approximately  doubles  the  amount  of  funds  that  will  be  available 
in  1958  for  increased  activities  over  the  level  of  operations  in  1957. 

The  policies  of  the  Executive  Branch  with  regard  to  buildings  has 
already  been  discussed  at  some  length  in  this  report.  Since  there  is 
ample  information  in  the  hearings  with  regard  to  the  urgent  need  for 
a  new  administration  building  and  a  new  dental  research  building 
the  Committee  will  not  burden  the  report  with  a  recitation  of  the 
need,  but  it  does  register  its  doubts  that  it  is  even  an  economical 
move  to  defer  this  construction  since  the  Institutes  are  now  having 
to  rent  space  because  of  the  overcrowded  condition  in  their  own 
buildings.  ^ 

General  research  and  services. — The  bill  includes  $14,026,000,  th" 
amount,  of  the  request,  and  $1,904,000  above  the  appropriation  for 
1957.  Mandatory  increases  in  cost  under  this  appropriation  amount 
to  $418,200. 

Rapid  progress  in  the  fight  against  disease  has  emphasized  the 
shortage  of  fundamental  knowledge  available  today.  This  appro¬ 
priation  supports  fundamental  studies  with  special  emphasis  on  bio¬ 
physics,  general  physiology,  biochemistry,  pathology,  pharmacology 
and  toxicology.  Most  of  the  results  of  such  research  are,  in  them¬ 
selves,  not  spectacular  but  they  form  the  foundation  for  achievements 
in  the  conquest  of  specific  diseases  and  disorders.  But  even  in  this 
field  of  research  there  have  been  advances  that  are  obvious  to  the 
layman  as  well  as  the  scientist.  For  instance,  among  grant-supported 
studies  on  problems  of  human  reproduction  and  infant  and  fetal 
deaths,  it  was  found  that  suitable  treatment  may  lead  to  survival  of 
three  out  of  four  infants  suffering  from  erythroblastosis,  a  disorder 
resulting  from  Rh  blood  factor  incompatibility.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  this  finding  will  result  in  saving  the  lives  of  thousands  of  infants. 
A  new  standard  of  safety  in  obstetric  analgesia  was  set  in  another 
study  which  showed  that  a  single  injection  of  a  morphine  relativi^ 
(N-allylnormorphine),  given  a  newborn  infant,  counteracted  th^ 
respiratory  depression  of  morphine  given  the  mother  during  labor. 
Research  and  training  in  the  fundamental  health  sciences  is  just  as 
important  and  must  go  hand-in-hand  with  the  research  and  training 
programs  of  the  categorical  institutes  if  they  are  to  achieve  optimum 
results. 

National  Cancer  Institute. — The  bill  includes  $46,902,000,  the 
amount  of  the  request,  and  a  reduction  of  $1,530,000  from  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  In  comparing  the  budget  request  with  the 
1957  appropriation  one  must  take  into  consideration  that  a  minimum 
of  $4,288,000  of  the  1957  appropriation  is  estimated  to  be  unobligated 
at  the  end  of  the  year  and  thus  revert  to  the  Treasury. 

Cancer  continues  to  be  one  of  our  most  serious  public  health  prob¬ 
lems.  This  year  approximately  700,000  Americans  will  be  under 
medical  treatment  for  cancer,  including  about  450,000  newly  diagnosed 
cases.  During  the  year  we  may  expect  255,000  deaths  from  cancer. 
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This  year  about  150,000  Americans  will  be  saved  from  cancer,  but  an 
additional  75,000  could  probably  be  saved  by  earlier  and  better  treat¬ 
ment.  The  cost  of  cancer  to  our  people  is  tremendous.  The  annual 
hospital  bill  alone  is  estimated  at  $300,000,000,  not  to  mention  losses 
on  which  it  is  difficult  to  place  a  dollar  estimate. 

Definite  progress  in  research  and  related  activities  leading  to  more 
effective  control  of  cancer  in  man  was  noted  during  1956.  In  studies 
of  the  causation  of  cancer,  differences  in  lung  cancer  rates  between  men 
and  women  were  related  to  differences  in  smoking  habits.  Diagnosis 
of  cancer  was  further  aided  by  additional  studies  on  the  cell  examina¬ 
tion  technique  as  a  case-finding  procedure  for  uterine  cancer.  In  the 
field  of  treatment,  refinements  in  surgical  and  radiological  therapeutics 
are  reflected  in  better  cure  rates  ancl  prolongation  of  life,  and  chemo¬ 
therapy  studies  3delded  the  first  marked  regression  of  a  solid  tumor  in 
the  human  patient  treated  with  drugs. 

The  future  holds  definite  promise  in  the  areas  of  cancer  chemo¬ 
therapy,  extension  of  the  cell  examination  case  finding  technique  to 
gastric,  lung,  prostatic  and  urinary  cancer;  studies  on  environmental 
causes  of  cancer;  and  accelerated  research  on  virus  causation  and 
treatment  of  cancer.  In  chemotherapy,  clinical  evaluation  of  com¬ 
pounds  already  screened  for  antitumor  activity,  will  be  continued  on 
a  large  scale,  including  studies  on  the  use  of  chemical  compounds  as 
an  adjunct  to  surgery  and  radiation  of  solid  tumors. 

The  Committee  was  disappointed  that  more  progress  has  not  been 
shown  this  year  in  the  chemotherapy  program  and  is  convinced  that 
industrv  could  assist  greatly  in  the  screening  of  the  multitude  of 
chemical  substances  that  may  have  anticancer  properties.  Appar¬ 
ently  there  are  only  administrative  difficidties  in  the  way  of  a  program 
of  contracting  with  industr}'  to  help  with  this  screening.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  will  expect  such  a  program  to  he  worked  out,  and  is  earmarking 
all  of  the  $1,616,000,  that  was  budgeted  for  overhead  but  which  will 
he  freed  for  research  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  for  this  program. 

Mental  health  activities. — The  bill  includes  $35,217,000,  the  amount 
of  the  reouest,  and  an  increase  of  $20,000  above  the  appropriation  for 
1957.  With  regard  to  the  comparison  of  this  Institute’s  appropriations 
one  must  take  into  consideration  the  estimated  unobligated  balance  of 
approximately  $3,000,000  which  will  exist  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

Alental  illness  is  still  one  of  our  most  serious  problems.  More  than 
one  million  patients  are  treated  annually  in  our  mental  hospitals  and 
an  additional  large  number  of  persons  are  cared  for  in  outpatient 
clinics  and  by  private  psychiatrists.  It  is  still  true  that  about  half 
of  the  Nation’s  hospital  beds  are  occupied  by  mental  patients.  The 
annual  costs  of  mental  illness  continue  to  mount  and  are  now  well  over 
the  billion  dollar  mark. 

The  possibility  for  gi’eater  control  over  mental  illness,  howev^er,  has 
emerged  with  the  development  of  the  “tranquilizer”  drugs.  Largely 
as  a  result  of  their  administration,  there  has  been  a  marked  decrease 
in  the  number  of  patients  resident  in  public  mental  hospitals.  The 
advent  of  these  drugs,  moreover,  has  permitted  a  new  attack  on 
mental  illness  as  an  organic  dysfunction,  and  if  this  can  be  definitely 
established,  science  will  have  gained  an  unparalleled  opportunity  to 
study  the  causes  of  mental  illness  and  thereby  work  toward  their 
elimination.  The  immediate  futme  will  probably  see  the  develop- 
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ment  of  other  drugs  which  may  provide  broader  amelioration  of 
mental  disturbances.  With  the  increase  of  trained  investigators  who 
can  undertake  basic  neurophysiological  and  neurochemical  studies  of 
the  central  nervous  system,  it  seems  likely  that  a  far  greater  under¬ 
standing  of  the  origins  of  mental  illness  will  also  be  achieved.  Further 
studies  in  juvenile  and  aging  behavior  should  also  yield  knowledge 
usehil  for  the  effective  prevention  of  those  special  problems  which 
afflict  man  at  both  ends  of  his  age  scale.  It  is  obvious  that  ample 
opportunities  exist  for  profitable  investment  in  additional  research  of 
the  $830,000  that  was  budgeted  for  increased  allowance  for  overhead 
costs. 

National  Heart  Institute. — The  bill  includes  $33,436,000,  the  amount 
of  the  budget  request,  and  an  increase  of  $40,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  It  is  estimated  that  an  unobligated  balance  of 
$2,000,000  will  exist  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  thus  the  increase  is 
greater  than  apparent  by  a  straight  comparison. 

Heart  disease —which  includes  some  20  heart  and  blood  vessel 
disorders — is  the  principal  cause  of  death  in  the  United  States, 
accounting  for  more  than  half  of  all  deaths.  Heart  disease  is  also  a 
major  cause  of  disability.  Approximate!}'  10  million  Americans  are 
estimated  to  have  heart  disease,  which  means  that  about  1  out  of 
every  16  persons  is  affected  to  some  degree. 

Research  in  heart  and  blood  vessel  diseases  is  resulting  in  progress 
in  many  areas.  Recent  advances  in  surgery  have  included  new 
techniques  for  better  diagnosis  and  repair  of  heart  defects,  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  use  of  various  t}q)es  of  heart-lung  machines,  measures 
for  preventing  complications  of  hypothermia  or  “ice  bath”  surgery, 
and  the  use  of  synthetic  materials  for  artery  grafts.  It  can  be  il¬ 
lustrated  that  these  advances  have  residted  in  saving  lives  by  referring 
to  specific  individuals  who  are  alive  today  and  wouldn’t  be  if  it  were 
not  for  the  fact  that  these  new  techniques  have  been  developed.  In 
arteriosclerosis,  studies  investigating  diet,  fat  metabolism,  hormones, 
and  other  factors,  have  disclosed  much  new  information.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  it  has  been  learned  that  the  level  of  blood  cholesterol  is  es¬ 
sentially  independent  of  cholesterol  intake  in  the  diet.  Another  study 
has  found  that  feeding  of  a  synthetic  compound  chemically  related  to 
cholesterol  inhibits  the  normal  production  of  cholesterol  in  the  body, 
thus  suggesting  the  possibility  of  controlling  the  blood  cholesterol 
level  by  means  of  drugs.  In  hypertension,  the  development  of  new 
blood-pressure-lowering  drugs  has  continued,  resulting  in  improved 
use  of  the  agents  singly  or  in  combination. 

It  is  obvious  that  past  investments  in  research  in  this  field  have 
paid  dividends  and  there  is  every  reason  to  expect  additional  advance¬ 
ment  in  the  future. 

Dental  health  activities. — The  bill  includes  $6,430,000,  the  amount 
of  the  budget  request,  and  an  increase  of  $404,000  above  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  In  the  case  of  this  Institute  the  unobligated 
balance  at  the  end  of  the  year  is  estimated  to  be  $100,000  or  less. 

Very  few  persons  escape  oral  disease  entirely.  It  represents  one- 
sixth  of  the  total  cost  of  medical  care.  The  population  of  this  country 
is  currently  spending  one  and  a  half  billion  dollars  in  dental  care. 
Further,  it  is  estimated  that  only  forty  percent  of  the  people  are  seeing 
a  dentist.  The  two  most  common  dental  problems  which  face  the 
Nation  are  dental  caries,  or  tooth  decay,  and  pyorrhea.  Other  con¬ 
ditions,  less  common  but  no  less  important,  are  caused  by  abnormality 
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of  facial  structure,  congenital  defects  and  oral  infections.  The  success¬ 
ful  application  of  fluoridation  to  the  control  of  caries  has  had  a  pro¬ 
found  effect  in  those  communities  throughout  the  country  where  it 
has  been  in  operation  as  an  addition  to  municipal  water  supplies. 
Fluoridation,  as  a  means  of  prevention  of  dental  caries,  has  been  shown 
to  result  in  as  much  as  60  percent  less  dental  decay  over  non-ffuori- 
dated  communities.  Studies  are  now  under  way  to  evaluate  methods 
for  the  control  of  caries  in  rural  ai’eas  not  served  by  public  water 
systems,  by  means  of  home  ffuoridators. 

Other  recent  research  has  indicated  that  a  diet  of  heat-processed 
cereal  has  increased  caries  in  experimental  animals.  A  promising  line 
of  investigation  of  the  cause  of  pyorrhea  provides  a  controlled  measure 
of  inflammation  whicli  permits  chemical  study  of  this  phenomena 
associated  with  pyorrhea.  In  research  on  pyorrhea,  a  problem  of  an 
aging  population,  the  surface  has  only  been  scratched  and  there 
remain  also  major  problems  in  the  control  of  caries  and  the  need  to 
develop  research  manpower  and  facilities. 

The  Congress  more  than  doubled  the  budget  request  for  this 
Institute  for  1957.  Indications  are  that  the  American  people  can 
expect  their  full  dollar’s  worth  and  more  from  that  appropriation 
and  from  a  continued  high  level  of  support  of  these  activities. 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities. — The  bill  includes 
$17,885,000,  the  amount  of  the  request  and  an  increase  of  $2,000,000 
above  the  appropriation  for  1957.  There  is  Jio  unobligated  balance 
estimated  to  remain  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1957  for  this  Institute. 

Diabetes,  arthritis  and  other  metabolic  diseases  afflict  an  estimated 
13  to  15  million  persons  m  the  United  States.  These  arc  for  the  most 
part  long-term  chronic  diseases,  ranging  in  severity  from  minor  annoy¬ 
ing  rheumatic  pams  to  complete  mcapacitation  and  death.  They 
afflict  all  age  groups  from  infancy  to  old  age.  The  therapeutic  meas¬ 
ures  available  at  the  present  time  are  palliative  rather  than  curative; 
they  can  in  manj^  cases  control  the  sym.ptoms,  relieve  pain  and  prevent 
major  degrees  of  incapacitation.  To  those  who  are  helped  in  this 
wa3q  the  progress  has  been  most  worthwhile.  But  in  most  cases 
current  knowledge  cannot  stop  the  underlying  disease  processes.  The 
best  hope  of  reaching  the  ultimate  goals  of  prevention  and  cure  lies  in 
fundamental  research  in  metabolism,  endocrinology  and  biochemistry. 
Greatest  emphasis,  consequently,  must  be  placed  on  such  studies. 

During  the  past  year  evaluation  of  the  new  oral  drugs  for  diabetes 
has  progressed  rapidly;  new  and  improved  steroids  have  been  devel¬ 
oped  and  tested  for  control  of  rheumatoid  arthritis  and  related  dis¬ 
orders  and  may  be  available  to  the  public  scon;  substantial  increases 
in  our  knowledge  of  the  basic  metabolic  processes  have  been  achieved; 
and  other  advances  have  been  made  which  certainly  give  even  greater 
hopes  for  the  future  if  emphasis  on  research  in  this  field  is  maintained. 

Allergy  and  infectious  disease  activities. — The  bill  includes 
$17,400,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $4,101,000 
above  the  amount  appropi'iated  for  1957.  For  this  Institute,  also, 
there  is  no  unobligated  balance  of  1957  funds  estimated  to  exist  at 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  _vear. 

Allergic  and  infectious  diseases  are  our  leading  cause  of  morbid¬ 
ity.  Allergies  affect  some  17,000,000  people  and  include  asthma,  a 
greater  crippler  than  polio.  Acute  respiratory  diseases  occur  five  times 
more  often  than  their  next  closest  contender  in  the  field  of  human  dis¬ 
eases.  Against  these  and  other  widespread  disorders,  some  notable 
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advances  were  made  in  the  past  year.  The  Institute  developed  a  new 
respiratory  disease  vaccine  which  substantially  reduced  illness  in  Naval 
recruits  where  it  was  first  used  on  a  mass  scale.  Viruses  have  been 
“trained”  to  destroy  human  tumors  grown  in  rats  which  holds  forth 
obvious  hope  for  advances  in  combating  cancer  in  humans.  Impor¬ 
tant  advances  were  made  in  purifying  vaccines.  Studies  of  Clinical 
Center  patients  resulted  in  the  first  direct  measurement  of  human 
antibody  production.  The  Nation’s  potential  for  stockpiling  blood 
by  means  of  a  new  blood  donor  method  was  greatly  increased.  De¬ 
fenses  against  antibiotic-resistant  microorganisms  were  strengthened. 
Fractionation  studies  to  separate  out  the  precise  part  of  a  vaccine 
which  confers  immunity  may  not  only  result  in  better  vaccines  but 
may  well  lead  to  the  development  of  new  vaccines.  In  fact,  a  vaccine 
for  tuberculosis  now  seems  to  be  more  than  just  a  possibilit}^. 

The  advances  made  and  the  leads  developed  by  the  research  of  this 
Institute  are  ample  justification  for  the  further  increase  in  funds 
provided  in  the  bill. 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities. — The  bill  includes  $18,887,000,1 
the  amount  of  the  recpiest,  and  an  increase  of  $237,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  It  is  estimated  that  this  institute  will  have  an 
unobligated  balance  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1957  in  the  amount  of 
$900,000. 

An  estimated  20,000,000  Americans  have  some  sort  of  neurological 
or  sensory  handicap.  Among  the  neurological  diseases  whicb  afflict 
large  nimibers  of  people  are  cerebral  palsy,  mental  retardation, 
muscular  dystrophy,  multiple  sclerosis  and  epilepsy.  Major  sensory 
disorders  include  deafness  and  such  blinding  diseases  as  glaucoma, 
cataract  and  uveitis.  AJtnough  research  on  the  neurological  and 
sensory  diseases  is  relatively  young,  progress  has  been  obvious  in 
niany  areas.  Recent  findings,  for  example,  include  the  development 
of  a  multiple  transfusion  technique  often  effective  in  preventing 
a  type  of  cerebral  palsy,  called  kernicterus,  in  infants;  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  new  technique  which  is  more  than  80  percent  effective  in 
defining  the  size  and  specific  location  of  brain  tumors,  including  those 
deep  within  the  brain,  thereby  facilitating  surgery;  the  development 
of  a  diagnostic  technique  which  makes  possible  the  early  detection  of 
toxoplasmosis  infection,  a  major  cause  of  the  blinding  disease,  uveitis. 
There  are  in  addition  such  advances  as  the  discovery  of  the  cause  of( 
the  disease,  retrolental  fibroplasia,  that  has  caused  blindness  in 
thousands  of  infants  and  can  now  be  avoided;  the  development  of  a 
surgical  procedure  for  treatment  of  cerebral  palsj^;  and  m.any  other 
advances  of  the  past  very  few  years. 

Under  the  research  program  provided  for  in  the  bill,  it  is  expected 
that  more  light  will  be  thrown  on  the  causes  of  these  disaeses,  and  that 
theu-  prevention  in  many  instances  can  be  effected.  In  addition  the 
Committee  will  expect  the  Institute  to  start  a  research  pi'ogram  in 
the  sadly  neglected  field  of  hearing  and  speech  defects.  Earlier  in 
tois  report  the  Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation  was  told  that  the 
Committee  would  expect  a  program  to  be  established  in  the  field  of 
training  speech  and  hearing  therapists,  and  the  Office  of  Education 
has  been  requested  to  present  a  program  in  the  education  field. 
Mowever,  there  is  also  a  lack  of  basic  knowledge  regarding  speech  and 
hearing  defects.  Before  we  can  really  meet  this  problem  as  we  should 
we  must  have  much  more  fundamental  knowledge  regarding  these 
disoiders  than  we  now  have.  The  Committee  is,  therefore,  earmarking 
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the  amount  of  $620,000,  budgeted  for  the  increase  in  overhead  on 
research  grants,  to  start  such  a  research  program. 

Grants  jor  construction  oj  health  research  jacilities. — The  hill  includes 
$30,000,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  the  same  amount  as  was 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1957.  This  program  was  authorized  by 
the  Health  Research  Facilities  Act  of  1956.  This  Act  provided  for  a 
thi-ee-year  program  of  grants  to  non-Federal  public  and  non-profit 
institutions  for  the  construction  of  research  facilities  in  sciences  related 
to  health.  It  authorized  an  annual  appropriation  of  $30,000,000  for 
each  of  tliree  years  starting  with  fiscal  year  1957.  It  is  obvious  from 
the  applications  which  have  already  been  received  that  requests  from 
eligible  institutions  will  far  exceed  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated. 

National  Library  of  Medicine. — The  bill  includes  $1,450,000,  the 
amount  of  the  request.  This  is  a  new  item  in  the  U.  S.  Public  Health 
Service  having  been  transferred  from  the  Department  of  Defe}ise,  on 
October  1,  1956,  in  accordance  with  Public  Law  941  approved  by  the 
last  session  of  Congress. 

Retired  pay  of  commissioned,  officers. — Inasmuch  as  the  expenses 
incurred  under  this  appropriation  are  mandatory  by  law  and  beyond 
any  administrative  control,  and  since  the  item  is  relatively  small,  the 
Committee  has  changed  this  from  a  definite  annual  appropriation  to  an 
indefinite  annual  appropriation. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $5,100,000,  a  reduction  of 
$50,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $1,208,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  This  appropriation  covers  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the  Office  of  the  Surgeon  General. 
The  bulk  of  the  increase  provided  for  in  the  bill  is  necessary  to  cover 
increases  in  mandatory  expenses  and  expenses  incident  to  the  survey 
and  special  studies  to  obtain  information  on  the  amount,  distribution, 
and  effects  of  illness  and  disability  in  the  United  States,  authorized  by 
Public  Law  652,  passed  by  the  last  Session  of  Congress. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $3,000,000,  a  reduction 
of  $265,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $263,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  amount  contained  in  the  bill 
will  be  sufficient  to  cover  mandatory  cost  increases  in  1958  but  will 
not  provide  for  any  additional  personnel.  The  number  of  patients 
cared  for  at  the  hospital  has  decreased  slightly  during  the  last  year. 
While  the  justifications  submitted  to  the  Committee  contained  an 
estimate  that  there  would  be  no  additional  decrease  in  the  next  fiscal 
year,  there  is  some  evidence  to  indicate  that  this  trend  will  likely 
continue.  The  Committee  doubts  the  necessity  for  an  increase  in 
personnel  at  the  same  time  that  the  number  of  patients  is  going  down. 

d'he  Committee  was  also  disturbed  over  the  fact  that  the  District  of 
Columbia  had  not  been  invited  to  participate  in  any  of  the  discussions 
and  hearings  before  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the  formulation  of 
this  request,  even  though  the  District  of  Columbia  bears  73%  of 
the  cost  of  operating  the  hospital.  The  Committee  was  told  that 
officials  of  the  District  Government  were  not  even  advised  that  an 
increase  was  under  consideration  until  after  the  request  had  been 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The  Committee  hopes  that 
hereafter,  the  Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia  will  be  given 
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an  opportunity  to  participate  at  least  in  the  hearings  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  regarding  the  formulation  of  budget  requests  for  St. 
Elizabeths  Hospital. 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds. — The 
bill  includes  $55,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  a  reduction  of 
$215,000  under  the  amount  that  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 

1957. 

Construction,  treatment  and  cafeteria  building. — The  bill  includes 
$180,000,  tlie  amount  of  the  request,  to  start  planning  a  new  treatment 
and  cafeteria  building  which  will  replace  a  treatment  facility  built  in 
1871,  and  provide  a  much-needed  cafeteria.  It  was  testified  that  this 
replacement  is  not  intended  to  increase  the  number  of  beds  for  which 
space  will  be  provided. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance. — • 
The  bill  includes  $130,000,000,  a  reduction  of  $1,000,000  from  the 
request  and  an  increase  of  $33,000,000  over  the  amount  now  appro¬ 
priated  for  1957.  There  is  pending  befoie  the  Committee  a  recent 
request  to  appropriate  an  additional  $24,500,000,  for  fiscal  ,year  1957 
and,  from  information  submitted  in  connection  with  the  request  for 

1958,  it  is  veiy  doubtful  if  much  reduction  can  safely  be  made  in  the 
supplemental  request.  Of  course  the  supplemental  appropriation  will 
reduce  by  the  same  amount  the  increase  shown  above. 

The  1956  amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act  added  very  greatly 
to  the  workload  of  this  bureau.  Even  with  workmg  personnel  on  a 
regular  overtime  basis  it  has  been  impossible  to  prevent  the  backlog 
of  M'ork  from  buildmg  up.  At  the  present  time  it  is  taking  an  average 
of  60  days  from  the  time  a  claim  is  received  until  it  is  processed  for 
payment.  The  standards  which  the  Bureau  has  sought  to  mamtain 
ill  the  past,  and  which  the  Committee  has  urged  be  maintained,  is  a 
maximum  of  30  days.  In  view  of  the  situation  which  exists  with  regard 
to  workload,  the  Committee  has  approved  practically  the  entu-e 
amount  requested.  These  funds  all  come  out  of  the  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  rather  than  from  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury. 

Grants  to  States  for  Public  Assistance. — The  bill  mcludes  $1,600,- 
000,000,  a  reduction  of  $79,400,000  from  the  amount  of  the  request, 
and  an  increase  of  $25,000,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957. 
The  Department’s  estimate  was  that  Public  assistance  would  cost  the 
Federal  Government  over  $100,000,000  more  than  will  be  required 
for  fiscal  year  1957.  It  appeared  to  the  Committee  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  estimates  fail  to  take  into  adequate  consideration  the  fact  that 
the  social  security  msurance  program  has  been  further  liberalized  and 
should  result  in  some  reduction  in  public  assistance  rolls.  Another 
important  factor  that  was  apparently  given  little  or  no  consideration 
is  that  the  expandmg  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Program  is  rehabili- 
tatmg  more  and  more  persons  who  are  on  public  assistance  rolls  and 
thus  reducmg  the  requhements  for  these  funds.  The  Committee  has 
been  very  liberal  in  approving  the  requests  for  expansion  of  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Program.  The  committee  is  convmced  that  if 
the  Department  properly  coordmates  all  of  these  programs  and  actively 
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works  with  the  States  in  attempting  to  reduce  public  assistance  rolls 
wherever  feasible,  that  the  amount  provided  in  the  Bill  will  be 
adequate.  The  Committee  also  continued  the  limitation  on  State  and 
local  administrative  costs  by  placing  a  limitation  of  $104,000,000  in 
the  bill.  The  estimate  presented  to  the  Committee  was  that  these 
costs  would  reqiure  grants  of  $104,500,000  if  no  limitation  were 
imposed. 

Grantff  to  States  for  training  'public  'weljare  personnel. — The  request 
for  $2,500,000  to  start  this  proposed  new  program  has  been  disallowed. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance. — The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $2,000,000,  a  reduction  of  $216,000  from  the  request,  and  an 
increase  of  $252,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The 
increase  will  provide  for  increases  in  mandatory  costs  of  approximately 
$100,000,  and  about  $152,000  for  personnel  and  related  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  in  working  with  the  States  on  the  public  assistance  programs 
generally. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau. — The  bill  includes 
$2,000,000,  a  reduction  of  $154,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase 
of  $178,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase 
provided  is  sufhcient  to  cover  increases  in  mandatory  costs  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $100,000,  and  a  few  small  increases  such  as  the  expense  of 
planning  for  the  1960  White  House  Conference  on  Children  and 
Youth. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  weljare. — The  bill  includes 
$41,500,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  $2,139,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  over  1957.  The  total  amount  in  the  bill  includes 
$16,500,000  for  maternal  and  child  health  services,  $15,000,000  for 
crippled  children  services,  and  $10,000,000  for  child  welfare  services. 
In  each  of  the  first  two  categories  the  amounts  are  equal  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  which  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated.  The  amount  for  Child 
Welfare  Services  is  $2,000,000  below  the  maximum  authorization  of 
$12,000,000,  but  is  equal  to  the  maximum  authorization  prior  to  the 
1956  amendments  and  is  $1,639,000  over  the  amount  provided  for 
1957. 

Cooperative  research  or  demonstration  projects  in  social  security. — The 
request  for  $2,080,000  for  this  proposed  new  activity  has  been 
disallowed. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner. — ^The  bill  includes 
$300,000  as  a  direct  appropriation  and  authorizes  the  transfer  of 
$240,000  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $15,000  and  $4,000  respectively  from  the  request,  and  an 
increase  of  $88,000  and  $80,000  respectively  above  the  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  for  1957.  Recent  amendments  to  the  Social  Security  legisla¬ 
tion  have  added  considerably  to  its  scope  and  complexity  and  so  to 
the  work  that  should  be  done  in  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner,  yet 
this  office  is  considerably  smaller  now  than  it  was  10  years  ago. 
While  the  Committee  is  not  in  favor  of  going  back  to  the  type  of 
office  that  was  maintained  then,  it  is  convinced  that  the  present 
Commissioner  is  sincerely  attempting  to  do  a  good  job  with  inade¬ 
quate  facilities. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Secretary. — The  bill  includes  a 
direct  appropriation  of  $1,800,000  and  an  authorization  to  transfer 
$260,000  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $215,000  and  $22,000  respectively  from  the  request,  and  an 
increase  of  $212,000  and  $35,000  respectively  above  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  1957.  The  Secretary  requested  a  substantial  increase 
a  year  ago  for  the  fiscal  j^ear  1957.  This  Committee  granted  that 
increase  in  full  and  it  was  subsequently  approved  by  both  Houses  of 
Congress.  The  Committee  was  not  convinced  that  conditions  have 
changed  sufficiently  during  the  last  year  to  warrant  another  increase 
as  substantial  as  was  requested.  The  amount  included  in  the  bill  is 
sufficient  to  cover  all  increases  in  mandatory  costs  and  will  provide 
about  $100,000  for  increases  in  staff  and  related  expenses. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  Field  Administration.- — ^The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $2,300,000  as  a  direct  appropriation  and  authorizes  $700,000  to 
be  transferred  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  a 
reduction  of  $55,000  and  $8,000  respectively  from  the  request,  and  an 
increase  of  $315,000  and  $200,000  respectively  above  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  1957.  Most  of  the  increase  was  requested  for  grant-in-aid 
auditors  necessary  because  of  the  increases  in  the  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  and  for  additional  personnel  to  handle  such  work  as  voucher 
review,  payi’olling,  etc.,  for  the  additional  pei’sonnel  in  the  field  to 
administer  the  new  and  expanded  programs  authorized  by  the  last 
session  of  Congress.  This  increase  in  personnel  is  primarily  attribut¬ 
able  to  the  large  increase  in  the  field  personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  necessary  to  administer  the  expanded 
social  security  insurance  program.  The  Committee  has  allowed  all  of 
the  increase  requested  in  these  two  categories.  The  request  for  five 
additional  administrative  officers  and  five  additional  secretaries  for 
strengthenmg  five  Regional  Director’s  immediate  offices  has  not  been 
allowed. 

On  several  occasions  in  recent  years,  the  Committee  has  asked  why 
the  auditors  under  this  office  do  not  audit  claims  paid  under  the  ap¬ 
propriation  “Payments  to  School  Districts”.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Committee,  a  satisfactory  answer  has  never  been  given.  It  is,  there¬ 
fore,  requested  that  a  few  spotcheck  audits  be  made  during  the  ensuing 
fiscal  year  and  that  a  report  on  the  findings  be  made  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  This  should  of  course  be  a  strictly  random  sample  and  it  is  not 
the  desire  of  the  Committee  that  more  than  a  10  percent  sample  be 
audited. 

During  the  last  few  years  the  Committee  has  also  attempted, 
■without  success,  to  secure  a  logical  explanation  of  why  this  office  feels 
that  it  can  perform,  in  the  Regional  Offices,  such  common  services  as 
voucher  review,  pavrolling,  processing  personnel  actions,  etc.  for  other 
field  offices  of  the  .Department  more  efficiently  than  the  bureaus  can 
perform  these  services  themselves;  while  at  the  same  time  some,  such 
as  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and  the  Foreign  Quarantine 
Service,  perform  these  functions  on  a  centralized  basis.  It  is  the 
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desire  of  the  Committee  that  a  serious  study  of  this  matter  be  made 
during  the  next  year  and  that  appropriations  for  1959  reflect  transfers 
of  these  activities  to  the  Office  of  Field  Services  if,  as  has  been  claimed, 
this  office  can  do  the  job  more  efficiently. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel. — The  bill  includes  $500,000  as  a  direct 
appropriation  and  authorizes  transfers  from  trust  funds  in  the  amount 
of  $450,000,  a  reduction  of  $59,000  and  $27,000  respectively  from  the 
request,  and  an  increase  of  $74,000  and  $30,900  respectively  above 
the  amounts  appropriated  for  1957.  There  has  been  very  little  in¬ 
crease  in  this  office  for  the  last  several  years  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  new  programs  which  have  been  added  in  these  years  have 
substantially  increased  the  amount  of  legal  work  which  it  is  necessary 
to  accomplish.  The  amount  provided  will  cover  mandatory  cost 
increases  and  about  $50,000  for  additional  personnel  and  related 
expenses.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  this  increase  will  be 
needed  primarily  in  connection  with  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
activities  which  will  be  increased  considerably  under  the  appropriation 
recommended  in  the  bill. 

Surplus  property  utilization. — The  bill  includes  $502,000,  the  amount 
of  the  request,  and  $52,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1957.  Activities 
under  this  appropriation  render  an  obviously  valuable  service  for 
educational  and  public  health  institutions.  It  is  also  worthy  of  men¬ 
tion  that  the  compliance  work  under  this  program  results  in  the 
collection  of  more  funds  for  deposit  to  the  Treasury  than  is  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  expenses  of  all  activities  under  this  head. 

TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $9,450,000,  a  reduction  of 
$125,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $498,500  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  amount  recommended  in  the  bill  is 
sufficient  to  pay  mandatory  cost  increases  and  thus  continue  activities 
in  1958  on  the  same  level  as  1957.  The  bill  will  not  provide  for  any 
additional  personnel. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses. — -The  bill  includes  $520,000,  the  amount  of 
the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $60,000  over  the  appropriation  for 
1957.  No  new  positions  are  provided  for  in  the  bill. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards. — -The  bill  includes  $250,000,  the 
amount  of  the  request,  and  the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated 
for  this  purpose  in  1957. 

National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  salaries  and  expenses. — -The 
bill  includes  $525,000,  the  amount  of  the  request,  and  an  increase  of 
$23,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1957.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  will  cover  mandatory  cost  increases  and  a  small  increase  for 
printing  decisions  of  the  Board. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $8,150,000,  the  amount 
of  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $1,150,000  over  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  1957.  This  increase  is  necessary  because  of  the  amend- 


28  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 

merits  to  the  Social  Security  Act  and  the  amendments  to  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act,  passed  during  the  last  session  of  Congress,  both  of 
which  added  to  the  workload.  There  is  now  pending  before  the 
Committee  a  recently  submitted  request  for  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  of  $600,000  for  fiscal  year  1957.  To  the  extent  this  is  granted, 
the  increase  over  1957  provided  by  the  amount  recommended  in  the 
bill,  will  be  reduced.  Approximately  $400,000  is  required  in  1958  for 
increases  in  mandatory  costs  such  as  contribution  to  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Fund. 

All  of  these  funds  come  from  the  Railroad  Retirement  Trust  Fund 
rather  than  from  the  general  funds  of  the  Federal  Treasury. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION 

SERVICE 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  $3,550,000,  a  reduction  of 
$60,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase  of  $255,000  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  1957.  The  increase  provided  is  approximately  equal 
to  the  increases  in  mandatory  costs  in  1958.  No  additional  positions 
are  provided. 

TITLE  VII— INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC 

RIVER  BASIN 

Federal  contribution. — The  bill  includes  the  usual  $5,000  contribution 
to  the  Commission.  No  increase  was  requested. 

TITLE  VIII— UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOAIE 

Alaintenance  and  operation. — -The  bill  contains  $4,750,000,  the 
amount  of  the  request,  and  $1,814,000  less  than  the  appropriation  for 
1957.  The  reduction  is  accounted  for  by  the  reduction  in  construc¬ 
tion  funds.  The  appropriation  for  1957  included  $2,200,000  to  com¬ 
plete  construction  of  the  “service  center”.  Only  $34,000  is  estimated 
for  construction  for  fiscal  year  1958., 

Limitations  and  Lbgisl.itive  Provisions 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  connection  with  any  appropriation  bill  are  recommended: 

On  pages  2  and  3,  in  connection  with  “Office  of  the  Secretary”, 
Department  of  Labor: 

Working  capital  fund:  There  is  hereby  established  a  working 
capital  fund,  to  be  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation,  for 
expenses  necessary  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  {1)  a 
central  reproduction  service;  {2)  a  central  visual  exhibit  service; 

(3)  a  central  supply  service  for  supplies  and  eguipment  for 
which  adequate  stocks  may  be  maintained  to  meet,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  requirements  of  the  Department;  and  (4)  telephone, 
mail  and  messenger  services:  Provided,  That  any  stocks  of 
supplies  and  equipment  on  hand  or  on  order  on  June  30,  1957, 
shall  be  used  to  capitalize  such  fund:  Provided  further.  That 
the  fund  may  be  used  to  finance  the  cost  of  centrailized  procure¬ 
ment  of  supplies  and  equipment  and  that  the  fund  shall  be 
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reimbursed  in  advance  from  available  funds  of  bureaus,  offices, 
and  agencies  for  which  services  are  performed  at  rates  which 
will  return  in  full  all  expenses  of  operations,  including  reserves 
for  accrued  annual  leave  and  depreciation  of  eguipment. 

On  page  20,  in  connection  with  “President’s  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  Beyond  the  High  School”,  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare: 

Provided,  That  none  of  these  funds  shall  be  available  after 
December  SI,  1957,  except  for  liquidation  purposes. 


On  page  32  in  connection  with  “Grants  to  States  for  public  assist¬ 
ance”,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare; 


Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  amount  herein  appropriated 
shall  be  used  to  cover  any  costs  of  State  and  local  administration 
incurred  prior  to  July  1,  1957. 


On  pages  38  and  39  in  connection  with  “General  provisions’ 
epartment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare: 


y 

i 


Sec.  209.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used 
to  pay  any  recipient  of  a  grant  for  the  conduct  of  a  research 
project  an  amount  for  indirect  expenses  in  connection  with  such 
project  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  direct  costs. 

Sec.  210.  None  of  the  obligatio7ial  authority  available  to  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  planning 
and/or  construction  of  buildings  shall  remain  available  after 
June  SO,  1959. 

Sec.  21 1 .  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  construction  or  planning  of  any 
building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
under  the  lease-purchase  program,  nor  shall  any  of  the  funds 
provided  herein  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  of  any  person  who 
assists  or  consults  with  anyone  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  or  planning  of  any  building  for  the  Departrnent  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase 
program. 


PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS,  GENERAL  AND  SPECIAL  FUNDS 


30  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


+ 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

(n" 


CO 

CO 


00 

CO 


CO 

CO 

oo 

00 

o 


a 

p* 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

lO 


CO 

CO 


00 

CO 


CO 

CO 

oo'' 

00 

ZD 


B 

© 

I 

© 


(D 

D 

•4-5 

bC 

c3 


D 

bD 

(l' 

Ip 


C3 

o 

:3 


Q> 

o 


.■tf 

tH 

u, 

a>  ^ 

H 

CO 
CO  ^ 

o 

CO  *2 

O  c3 

o 

“  I 
£ 
o 

S'S 

Ah 


C3 

.2 

ci3 

o 

P 

T3 

<P 

a 

o 


o 

> 


a 

.2 

’■4^ 

o 

S 

o 

t-* 

a 

f-, 

• 

«+-<  Jh^ 
l-H 

w  a 

o3  ^ 
-i-3  CO 
CO  <M 

o 

0) 
CO  ^ 

t4-« 

A  o 

5  '*-> 

cd 


O 

H 


TRUST  FUNDS 

[Not  a  charge  against  general  revenue] 


LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS  31 


) 


1 

1 

o 

o> 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

rH 

t-4 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

00 

1 

o 

1 

00 

00 

o 

CO 

CO 

» 

GO 

1 

1 

crT 

go" 

J 

to 

1 

tJh" 

o’' 

of 

“of 

t 

to 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

1 

! 

CO 

o 

CO 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

GO 

CO 

r 

<M 

o 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

go' 

+ 

1 

1 

r>r 

1 

I 

1 

1 

-h 

+ 

1 

+ 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

J 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

{ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

«:> 

b 

CJ 

t 

1-4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

1 

I 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CM 

CM 

o 

CM 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

GO 

GO 

o 

GO 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

CO 

o 

00 

00 

to 

GO 

!S 

lO 

to 

1 

o' 

o" 

to 

c<r 

!<■ 

o" 

co*“ 

co" 

go" 

t>r 

o> 

CO 

» 

Tt< 

(N 

o 

l> 

iv 

GO 

1 

lO 

00 

CO 

oT 

1 

1 

to 

CO 

CO 

05 

1 

00 

00 

ii 

J 

CO 

H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

t 

o 

o 

c::» 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

CO 

o 

CM 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

(N 

(*« 

o 

o 

00 

00 

o 

o 

o 

1— ( 

o 

lO 

to 

to 

o 

to 

GO 

go" 

o" 

o 

(Cf 

to 

o’" 

T— i 

go" 

of 

CO 

00 

CM 

to 

r-4 

00 

o 

'TfC 

Tt< 

(M 

00 

M 

o 

<N 

CD 

oo" 

GO 

go" 

GO 

Q. 

a 

p. 

4 

) 


a 


>, 

o 

a 


o 

n 

ft* 

O 

Eh 

Eh 

OS 

ft 


a> 

s 

o 

o 

CO 

OJ 

0) 

o 


=3 


o 

c3 

w 


T3 

o3 


. 

O  T3 
g  o 

53 

O  O 

S 

CO  ^ 

bD  o3 

S 

O  o3 
W  ^ 
4^ 
O 

.2  c 

-3  o 

o3 

■ti  ^ 

---  CO 

1q 

c3 


s 

o 
Q 
'C  ^ 

gS 

‘4-.  Q 

Ph 


4^ 

O 

<1 

CJ 

.2 

o3 

«2 

a 

O) 

ft 

a 

o 

O 


g 

I  . 

M  •!-« 

^  a 

_3 

0 

«4H 

^  O 


03 


O 

t::?  xJ 


Ph 


o 

c? 


o 


o 

CD 

a. 

CZ2 


4^ 

03 

4^ 

02 

O 

r> 

Is 

1-:; 


03 

CD 

tH 

D 

P5 


o 

-Q 


a 

CD 


-1^ 

f- 

o3 

a 

03 

Q 


cS 

4-3 

o 

H 


P4 

1 

1 

P3 

1 

< 

1 

fti 

1 

1 

< 

1 

to 

o3 

Q 

4-3 

Iz: 

*Bh 

< 

CO 

O 

o 

)>H 

CD 

Eh 

’> 

o 

43 

CO 

0 

rC 

4-3 

X 

43 

Eh 

w 

< 

X 

O 

3 

a 

fti 

CL, 

o 

Eh 

0 

D 

pa 

s 

Eh 

P3 

4-3 

Grt 

43 

P 

43 

Ah 

XI 

P4 

Q 

"to 

4-3 

P 

.2 

44 

cS 

Ph 

1 

1 

^5 

r 

P 

T3 

P 

P 

u-> 

O 

44 

<*-t 

44 

3d 

**-* 

, 

’3d 

, 

p 

o 

44 

.2 

*4-3 

P 

'S 

O 

o 

C3 

o 

P 

o 

P 

43 

43 

O 

> 

*> 

(-t 

;-i 

43 

43 

02 

02 

44 

44 

"3 

43 

43 

W 

W 

o 

O 

X 

P 

zz 

CL, 

CL, 

1 

1 

43 

1 

cS 

t 

Ch-i 

, 

*0 

, 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

o3 

1 

, 

P 

1 

.2 

T3 

*44 

P 

c3 

P 

o 

<4H 

44 

73 

CJU 

H 

43 

P 

43 

xT 

-Q 

44 

'S 

*co 

43 

'p 

W 

^43 

«H-I 

o 

cS 

44 

Oh 

,  1 

3 

c3 

S 

'o- 

to 

O 

p 

w 

43 

0 

to 

r-^ 

44 

c3 

43 

Xi 

O 

s; 

H 

s 

44 

C/D 

1 

73 

, 

r 

, 

1 

P 

1 

1 

, 

1 

O 

t 

1 

1 

t 

Ph 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 

I 

0 

, 

i 

, 

1 

Ah 

1 

*44 

1 

1 

1 

1 

(d 

t 

1 

1 

O 

1 

;h 

44 

, 

, 

1 

P 

JJl 

Eh 

1 

p 

, 

73 

cS 

H 

1 

1 

z 

« 

k-H 

i 

, 

1 

a 

73 

s 

O 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1*5 

P>Q 

« 

M 

Eh 

1 

I 

, 

1 

, 

D 

g;> 

O 

CP 

44 

P 

ffi 

"to 

P? 

, 

, 

1 

1 

1 

to 

.2 

’S 

p 

Ui 

P 

, 

, 

1 

3 

;-i 

43 

s 

3 

73 

P 

43 

b£) 

Q 

, 

44 

53 

to 

43 

X 

o 

P 

<H-l 

cS 

< 

O 

£ 

HH 

43 

to 

44 

f-H 

2 

P 

P 

O 

C3 

44 

0 

Ph 

43 

to* 

T5 

P 

tO 

44 

P 

O 

03 

44 

p 

43 

s 

73 

cS 

O 

f4( 

c3 

a 

p 

43 

43 

P 

'Hh 

3 

Oh 

CO 

:3 

Sx 

43 

P 

*-3 

P 

s 

Ph 

"3 

44 

o 

43 

g 

o 

h-i 

Xh 

44 

2 

o 

c3 

cS 

H 

"to 

H 

O 

o 

.2 

TP 

2 

o3 

c3 

Q 

Pi 

P^ 

CO 

32  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


03 

H 

o 

S 

< 

p 

<5 

00 

OS 

O 

fM 

03 

H 

< 


00 

lO 

OS 


M  « 

w  o 

-  ptl 

»£S  t-l 
OS  1-:^ 
i-H  M 

Pi 

o  w 

ptH  W 
03^ 

g  12! 

O  I-I 


H 

i-t 

P 

O 

w 

p 

p 

p 

o 

H 

l2i 

P 

S 

p 

H 

< 

fn 

03 

P 

> 

►H 

H 

<! 

P 

<1 

P 

S 

O 

o 


p 

p 

p 

p 


o 

o 

p 

p 


o 

n 

< 

Hi 

Pi 

o 

H 

15 

» 

H 

U 

P 

» 

n 


pi] 

h! 

Pi 


& 

■a 

o 

cj 

O. 

a 


•Q 

_g 

T)  00 
P  o 
'O  <39 

5^ 


a 

-t-s 

03 

w 


Qi 

a 

<1 


'd 

a 

C3 

>* 

u 

p 

<D 

to 

< 


O 

o 

o 

oT 

o 


O 

O 

o 

0“ 

10 


o 

o 

o 


6^ 


O 

O 

O 

O 

rH 

iO 

rH 


o  o 
o  o 
o  o 

cT  o' 

1— i  iO 
O  1-H 


€e 


o 

o 

o 


10 


o 

o 

o 

00* 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

o 

(N 


o 

o 

o 

10 

CO 


+  ± 


o 

o 

o 

10 

(N 


o 

o 

o 

ic 

CO 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

CO 

CO 

(N 

cq' 


o 

o 

o 

10 

CO 

CO 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


r-H  O 

o 

O  CO 

of  ^ 


o 

o 

CO 


o 

o 

00 


+ 


o 

o 

CO 


CO 

o 


o 

o 

o 

iC 

CO 


o 

o 

10 


o 

o 

o 

oT 

iO 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

c<r 

lO 


o 

o 

o 

10 


o 

o 

o 

co'' 

00 

CO 


a 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

>9 

a 

a 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

a 

j 

1 

a 

0 

1 

0 

a 

a 

a 

1 

t 

1 

» 

j 

1 

1 

• 

-a 

0 

a 

0 

0 

H 

0 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

G 

G 

a 

a 

a 

*0 

*0 

0 

a 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

> 

I 

1 

ZD 

0 

0 

CO 

1 

1 

J 

CO 

G 

a 

ZD 

<v 

1 

1 

x: 

THE 

1 

a 

g: 

THE 

1 

1 

CO 

0 

t 

1 

1 

•a 

(*» 

0 

1 

1 

CO 

0 

>9 

a 

a 

a 

0 

E  OF 

CO 

G 

(D 

a. 

X 

J 

1 

\ 

TJ 

0 

0 

e 

0 

a 

0 

a 

r  \ 

CQ 

G 

<D 

a 

X 

pG 

.£P 

0 

0 

E 

0 

0 

a 

a 

0 

0 

T3 

G 

a 

G 

G 

t4-i 

bfi 

"a 

a 

0 

a' 

a 

a 

0 

0 

G 

a 

S 

0 

13 

a 

0 

CO 

^G 

Eh 

CO 

a 

0 

H 

.2 

> 

.s^ 

a 

‘a 

'0 

’a 

C 

> 

a 

CO 

0 

Ph 

cc 

a 

CO 

Q 

pH 

< 

Q 

Iz: 

< 

H 

CO 

P3 

o 

n 

o 

o 

Ph 

PD 


G 

o 

04 

X 

o 

xi 

a 

c3 


03 

m 


z 

>* 

o 

I-:; 

Cm 

a 

^  CO 
CO  £ 

2  w 
o 
P3  5 
a  * 

h 

a 

> 

a 

o 

<5 

a 

a 

k) 

m 


CQ 

O 

CO 

a 

o 

a 

o 

X 

c 

c5 


(h 

"a 

02 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

Tf^ 

CO 


o 

o 

o 


o 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

0“ 

o 


o 

o 

o 

cT 

o 

CO 


w 

CO 

a 

o 

Ml 

H 

2 

a 

a 

a 

a 

< 

a 

o 

< 

a 

a 

& 

a 


G 

o 

cu 

K 

o 

G 

a 


a 

"a 


OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 


labor-health:,  education,  welfare  appropriations 


1 

, — , 

1—, 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

on 

o 

0" 

0“ 

co“ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

©o' 

»o 

o 

0 

0 

00 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

05 

CO 

o 

10 

(N 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0^ 

1 

1 

00 

lo" 

10 

1 

cT 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

r-H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

> 

1 

1 

r 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

r>-<i 

r— < 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

IC 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

10 

CO 

^4 

00 

T“ 

0 

CO 

05 

TJH 

o 

0 

0 

00 

-C5 

1> 

■ 

10 

05 

00 

10 

rt^ 

o 

10 

CO 

00 

TtH 

1 

CO 

tP 

iCi 

1 

+ 

(M" 

cS 

t-4 

+ 

00" 

+ 

1 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

CO 

1 

+ 

1-4 

1 

r— ^ 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o’ 

o 

0 

0 

0" 

o' 

00 

o' 

00' 

o' 

of 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

uo 

CO 

CO 

o 

o 

00 

uo 

00 

00 

CO 

00 

'^p 

rp 

CO 

<N 

CO 

CO 

(M" 

co" 

of 

0" 

of 

I> 

CO 

CO 

(N 

CO 

(N 

CO 

1— ^ 

r— ^ 

(—1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

on 

o" 

0 

0 

CO 

^4 

00' 

l>' 

o' 

00' 

00' 

of 

lO 

o 

0 

0 

00 

CO 

»o 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

o 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

00 

' — » 

CO 

00 

1> 

TP 

CO 

0“ 

(N* 

C^" 

(N 

CO*" 

of 

0 

of 

1> 

CO 

10 

(M 

CO 

r->-i 

1—^ 

1— 1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

od* 

0 

0“ 

0 

10 

CO 

00 

o' 

co' 

lO 

0 

0 

0 

<N 

00 

l> 

tP 

0 

tP 

00 

0 

lO 

0 

0 

0 

1-H 

CO 

CO 

' — ' 

0 

CO 

00 

tP 

lO 

0“ 

o" 

10" 

of 

of 

o' 

of 

CO' 

10 

iO 

lO 

(M 

CO 

< 

t) 

n 


m 

<v 

OQ 

a 

o 

p. 

M 

(D 

p 


"3 

02 


CO 

p 

ci 

u 

o 

4^ 

<D 

> 

U 

o 


o 

<D 

pCH 

O 


0 

OQ 


d 

0 

s 

o 


o 

s 

CQ 

Oh 

IS 

o 


O 


d 

d 


T3 

C 


d 

cd 

0 

XI 


d 


g 

o 

O 


0 

0 

>> 

O 


GO 

o 

s 

cn 

HH 


P 

a 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.2 

d 

CO 

0 

i 

CO  ' 

d  ' 

0  • 

a 

d 

Ui 

bD 

0 

S-I 

d 

w  1 

1 

0  1 

w 

'co 

a 

a 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

d 

CO 

0  ‘ 
a  : 

£  ' 

0  : 

d 

«4-H 

d 

.2 

*-+3 

a 

w 

t4-( 

0 

c 

CQ 

« 

0 

(0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

« 

p 

m 

m 

1 

1 

1 

f 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

p. 

a 

0 

Pi  ! 

a  ; 

0  I 

Ph 

Ui 

0 

d  1 
d  1 
0  ( 

0 

a 

m 

0 

00 

d 

d 

^0 

b£)  d 
d  d 

d 

CO 

d 

0 

d 

0 

d 

< 

i4 

a 

CO 

0 

CO 

d 

"z 

H 

S 

00 

0 

CO 

d 

1 

CO 

0 

4-» 

d 

0 

0  1 

Jp 

0 

d 

0  ^ 

Ph 

a 

.2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49 

d 

0 

> 

49  1 

d  1 

<1^  J 

r2 

s 

m  >. 

49 

a 

a 

P. 

X 

0 

a 

^  0'3 

a  2 

a 

0 

0 

PQ 

44 

d 

00 

d 

< 

Ph 

X 

0 

Ph 

X 

0 

0 

49 

CO 

44 

s 

0 

Pi 

a 

C  CO 

c  0 
>.? 
^  0 

d 

d 

d 

^0 

Total 

cur 

0 

d 

< 

a 

d 

x 

d 

d 

CO 

.2 

0 

t-> 

Ui 

0 

4m 

CO 

0  h 

f-i  ^ 
*+-1  CO 

CO  f-» 

'm 

0 

0 

0 

"d 

49 

0 

H 

d 

0 

Pi 

a 

d 

d 

d 

XJ 

d 

d 

02 

^0 

X 

d 

d 

CO 

^0 

d 

d 

(h 

0 

d 

0 

d 

p 

i  s 

a 

*s 

0 

d 

n 

'C 

"d 

CO 

d 

d 

H 

0  0 

c3  ^ 

H 

'Ph 

a 

*d 

d 

I— H 

d 

CO 

*p 

d 

^-H 

d 

CO 

Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  Jor  1957,  estimates  for  1958,  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  hill  for  1958 — Con. 

TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR— Continued 


34 


LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


1 

1 

r-»i 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

i 

i 

J 

J 

0 

1 

1 

J 

1 

1 

(M" 

a 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

CO 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

t 

1 

€e 

Vi 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

00 

r 

r 

(M 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

1 

J 

1 

j 

J 

1 

1 

t-i 

1 

» 

\ 

eJ 

a 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o’ 

0 

0 

d 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

<N 

0 

0 

0 

0 

B 

(xT 

cT 

00" 

hH 

hH 

ic 

n 

00 

05 

(N 

lO 

(M 

0 

00 

10 

+ 

1C 

<N 

a 

a 

c3 

€0 

+ 

cd" 

1-H 

1 

< 

+ 

(N 

+ 

c<r 

+ 

+ 

CD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

q 

0 

0 

lO 

0 

0 

00 

CD 

00 

0 

0 

0 

©  iO 

GO 

CD 

(M 

0 

IC 

0 

0 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

<N 

CO 

0 

a 

£ 

0 

CD 

iz; 

0 

0 

CO 

E 

€0 

CO 

0 

M 

© 

E-i 

P5 

<1 

0 

r—> 

0 

0 

p 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

P 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a> 

q 

00 

00 

GO 

0 

0 

(N 

00 

(N 

0 

0 

CO 

© 

00 

CD 

M 

CO 

CO 

CO 

0 

0“ 

H 

oT 

oT 

CO 

00 

p 

€0- 

CO 

< 

w 

0 

0 

Pm 

0 

0 

o’ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

H 

0 

0 

0 

10 

o' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

GO 

CO 

0 

0 

(N 

(Ca 

0 

1C 

a 

IC 

0 

0 

CD 

GO 

1  — i 

CO 

H 

CD 

(M 

a 

a 

P4 

<1 

<J 

PM 

1 

1 

1 

J 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

P 

0 

» 

i 

I 

1 

1 

1 

g  i 

J 

1 

1 

Z 

j 

1 

M 

t-i 

1 

:z; 

j2 _ J 

0 

hH 

03 

t 

i 

1 

f 

1 

0 

c3 

M 

H 

p 

H 

m 

K 

H 

1 

j 

i 

1 

1 

0 

H 

P^ 

H 

1 

1 

1 

t 

t 

1 

02 

D 

0 

> 

s  i 

X)  1 
■<  ; 

< 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

a 

> 

M 

a 

1 

1 

1 

0 

M 

H 

Pm 

0 

1 

1 

1 

03 

PH 

g 

1 

1 

j 

03 

02 

bjD  1 

P  ' 

u  ‘ 

H 

>H 

a 

CQ 

r 

J 

1 

« 

P 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

C 

03 

/—f 

cc 

p 

0 

1 

i 

t 

X5 

s 

Q 

■< 

1 

J 

J 

I 

0 

0 

D 

P  1 

'*P  1 

0 

M 

«3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

>» 

© 

© 

E  AND  H 

00 

03 

m 

a 

03 

a 

X 

03 

P 

c3 

Du 

03 

P 

W 

0 

g 

g 

•S 

3 

03 

0 

P 

Pm 

Q 

Q 

02 

03 

02 

a 

03 

Cli 

X 

D 

P, 

02 

rH 

T3 

D 

^  1 

T3  1 

0  1 

0  1 
P^  1 

1 

s 

Q 

P 

P 

ai 

03 

:fi 

s 

p 

X 

D 

0 

0 

< 

T3 

D 

13  0 

Pm 

T3 

a 

c3 

0 

a 

D 

’-p 

00 

03 

H 

< 

Q 

*-3 

0 

0 

Esm 

02 

CJ 

C3 

cp 

H 

CO 

s, 

Pm 

0 

(h 

c3 

D 

ci 

a 

03 

CO 

<1 

w 

m 

0 

ca 

LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS  35 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

0 

t 

1 

1 

» 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

> 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

r 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

» 

J 

o" 

1 

1 

» 

0" 

oo’' 

t 

o” 

t 

0" 

o" 

0" 

of 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

02 

1 

J 

1 

cs 

1 

1 

I 

CM 

CO 

1 

0 

1 

to 

02 

t 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

of 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

1 

J 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

-h 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

cs 

00 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

»o 

(N 

o’' 

0” 

of 

CO* 

to 

o'* 

1 

0“ 

o' 

0" 

o‘ 

0“ 

0 

to 

Tt< 

0 

to 

CO 

00 

CM 

0 

I 

to 

to 

0 

CO 

to 

CM 

00 

»o 

mH 

01 

to 

0 

1 

Oi 

02 

00 

-t- 

1 

1 

+ 

-f 

4- 

1 

+ 

of 

1 

» 

of 

co' 

c^ 

co' 

4- 

1 

J 

1 

t 

1 

1 

+ 

mH 

+ 

CO 

1 

4- 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

» 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

mH 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

00 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

00 

N  ° 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

to 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

to 

)  o' 

o' 

0“ 

0" 

0" 

of 

1 

of 

of 

»-H 

0" 

0" 

0" 

0" 

o" 

co" 

'  CO 

0 

(N 

0 

to 

CO 

• 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

00 

1-H 

01 

1 

CM 

to 

0 

0 

0 

CM 

00 

CO 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

1> 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o*' 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o" 


o 

o 

o 

CO 

<N 


00 

o 

o’' 

iO 

CO 

CO 


o 

o 

lO 


o 

o 

o 


o  o  o 
o  o  o 
o  o  o 


o 

lO 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 


o 

o 


o 

o 


CO 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 


0 

00 

to 

CO 

00 

t>r 

CM 

Mtn 

I> 

to 

o 

o 

o 

XO 

o 


o 

o 

o 

IC 


o 

o 

o 

o'* 

o 

CO 


> 


o  o 
o  o 

O  <M 

o'  CO 
O  00 
T-H  (N 


00 

o 

(N 


CO 


o 

o 

to 


o 

to 


o  o  o  o 
o  o  o  o 
o  o  o  o 


o 

o 

o 


0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

to 

0 

!>. 

to 

CO 

0 

to 

CM 

02 

co" 

00 

to" 

cm" 

rM 

0 

CO 

a 

<D 

Cm 

X 

"d 

o 

c3 


c3 


0 

o 


0 

o 

o 


0) 

bD 

o 

'o 

o 


0 

o 


o 


p^ 

> 

z 

0 

Q 

0 

< 

c 

K 


0) 

w 

0 

<o 

0^ 

X 

<D 


zn 


CQ 

0 

.2 

*-3 

o3 

o 

eg 

*0 

o 

p. 

02 

X! 

0 

0 

w 

0 

0 

Ah 


be 

0 


0 

.2 

o 

0 


o 

o 


o 

•+^ 

d 

cS 


0 


o 


0 

.2 

‘-H 

c3 

12 

& 

•  fH 


•4-:> 


o 

> 


^d 

(h 

c3 

o 

w 


o 

H 


z 

c 

o 

0 

a 

o 

w 

Q 

5 

o 


0 

o 

s 

a 

o 

o 

> 

o 

^.2 

«2  ^ 
o 

0 

'd  73 
O  <12 
0  ^ 
0 

0  0 

p  .0 

li 

O  0 

as 

s> 

pH 


be 

03 


be  w 

02  4^ 

o 

o 

^.2 

*s 

4-3  fC- 
0  b) 
0)  g 

a  a 
^  02 
O  r0 

73 

«  a 

o3 

■S  3 


> 

02 

02 

>> 

{-< 

c3 


0 

0 

(h 

o 


0 

02 

g 

0 

Ph 


0 

o 


o 

d 


d 

o 


o 

o 

rd 

o 

ca 

o 


c 

c3 


02 

cn 

0 

02 

a 

X 

02 

73 

0 

0 


02 

p; 


d 
73 

w 

0 

o 

02  o 

02  O 

geo 


“  c3 
<1  OQ 


73 

w 


02 

o 

s 

o 


p  g 

-g^ 

c/2  o 
02  >> 
t-i 

Ph 


o 


36  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


1 

t 

o 

o 

o 

i 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

Q 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

O 

CO 

© 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

lO 

IC 

!> 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0“ 

CO* 

1 

a 

1 

1 

1-H 

fH 

1—i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

00 

1 

1 

1 

1 

rH 

1 

o 

IC 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

f 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

•o 

o» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

( 

1 

I 

•d 

© 

u> 

J 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

t 

03 

a 

S 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

P 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

(D 

u 

o 

o' 

o 

o" 

o 

o" 

o 

o" 

o 

fH 

o 

IC 

1 

1 

I 

o 

o' 

o 

o*' 

0 

0" 

0 

0" 

g 

PQ 

o 

lO 

l> 

(N 

o 

c:3 

1 

IC 

iS 

o 

1-H 

TJH 

fH 

1> 

o 

Oi 

1 

CO 

CO 

•cik 

a 

Q, 

r-H 

+ 

CO 

(N' 

+ 

1 

1 

-j- 

“h 

co" 

o 

d 

t>* 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

t 

r 

1 

+ 

K 

1 

os 

1 

g 

H 

P4 

1 

g 

<j 

s 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

o 

P4 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

r 

o 

o 

0 

0 

.a 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

t 

o 

o 

0 

0 

1 

5^ 

Pi1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

<N 

IC 

1 

IC 

o 

0 

0 

GO 

•w 

1 

n 

©  io 

o 

o 

CO 

CO 

o 

CO 

1 

T*H 

o 

0 

'd  o> 

©  ;-> 
aa 

rH 

lO 

TtT 

CO 

T—t 

00 

o" 

IC 

IC 

oT 

t-H 

fH 

(N 

1 

1 

f 

1 

o 

l> 

(M 

CO'' 

CO 

(N" 

O 

B 

1 

g 

<J 

1 

rt 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

( 

o 

o 

0 

0 

M 

s 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

•s 

H 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

00 

<r) 

03 

1 

IQ 

o 

fH 

o 

o 

lO 

IC 

Oi 

IC 

1 

IC 

o 

0 

CO 

Oi 

>-» 

o 

o 

TtH 

o 

CO 

1 

fH 

o 

CO 

CO 

t> 

1-H 

CO 

t 

o 

0 

p 

a 

to 

H 

tH 

<o 

<m" 

1 

ccT 

CO 

o 

H 

.3 

IC 

1 

CO 

0^ 

1 

CO 

W" 

1 

e 

H 

1 

P 

1 

<} 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

H 

W 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

0 

0 

eo 

o‘ 

o" 

o" 

o 

o' 

J 

IC 

0“ 

o*" 

<0 

?s^ 

0 

O 

o 

ic 

o 

1-H 

05 

l> 

1 

o 

CO 

IC 

0 

Ci 

.2 

o 

CO* 

o 

(N 

rH 

IC 

i>r 

fH 

1 

1 

1 

fH 

CO 

ZO 

l> 

IC 

0 

oT 

>-s 

5^ 

'S. 

H 

H 

2 

o, 

a 

CO 

T}^ 

fH 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

1 

o 

* 

•c* 

H 

P4 

<1 

P 

Z 

O 

H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

1 

^  1 
IS  1 

c3  1 

rO  1 

> 

> 

1 

1 

t 

1 

J 

1 

h  ! 

o  ' 

1 

oT  j 

IJ 

1 

i 

t 

1 

> 

1 

r 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

P 

1 

1 

1 

a  t 

1 

p>  < 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O 

P 

>A 

03 

1 

1 

I 

1 

Ph  1 

££I 

1 

1 

.Th  1 
^  ! 

c3  1 
^  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Si 

hi 

M 

» 

1^ 

H 

M 

a 

© 

'd 

n 

< 

w 

H 

« 

<! 

o 

a 

<03 

bD 

o3 

Ut 

o 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

t 

OQ 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

g  1 

o  ! 

HP  I 

o3  » 

O  1 

o  » 
>  i 

0) 

> 

w 

03 

w 

Fh 

t 

1 

1 

1 

d 

&-I 

o 

CD 

H  ! 

1 

oT  * 

CD  • 

^  ' 
d  1 

Fd  ‘ 
HP  1 

13  I 

0) 

^  I 

fH  ’ 

03  1 

1 

f 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

( 

r 

1 

1 

1 

1 

03 

<D 

1 

1 

03 

.3 

HP 

’> 

HP 

H 

c3 

z 

o 

hJ 

to 

03  j 

>> 

© 

P 

© 

o 

*-( 

<} 

TJ 

a 

c3 

03 

a> 

a; 

a 

03 

03 

03 

d 

d  1 

<D  1 

o  * 

< 

pq 

H 

oT 

CD 

3  i 

s  ^ 

d  03 

^  c3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

03 

d 

(D 

03 

bC 

_a 

HO 

CO 

“ 

o 

o 

> 

03 

0) 

HP 

ce 

HP 

ZCl 

*3 

u 

HP 

03 

o, 

x 

®  J 
o§ 

Q 

3 

<33 

HP 

zo 

s  ' 
S'  ' 

03  , 

<4-» 

03 

<D 

03 

<d 

1 

1 

0 

CD 

d 

p3( 

a 

c3  o3 

PQ 

d 

o 

HP 

1 

T3  » 

d  ® 
o  ^ 

<D 

03 

^03 

ji 

d 

"bb 

?- 

e 

o 

o 

o 

HP 

03 

HP 

ling  a 

d 

c3 

03 

0) 

HP  HP 
0‘^ 

<I> 

o 

d 

<33 

A 

■§  § 

■go 

d.t^ 

Sh  U 

'd 

<D 

3 

CJ 

t-t 

Q 

*3 

d 

a 

CD 

>1 

t-l 

d 

S 

a 

pC4 

p3( 

o 

fl 

03 

Ui 

o 

3 

t-l 

H 

c3 

03 

CO 

03 

03 

03 

<< 

d  fC 

o 

03  (D 

o 

CD 

d 

0) 

> 

0) 

fQ 

d 

a 

0 

0 

*3 

d 

CO 

LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 

II  >1111111 

iiOOO  11111  I  II 

iiOOO  II1II  I  II 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

o'' 

lO 

o 

o 

rH 

(O 

1 

CO* 

(N" 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

(tT 

oo'' 

^4 

kO 

o' 

o 

o 

o 

<o 

1-H 

t>r 

1 

1 

o 

o 

00 

o 

(N 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

1 

1 

00 

+ 

CO 

kC 

(M 

o 

o 

kO 

-h 

-t- 

o 

rM 

1 

1 

+ 

-f 

-4 

I 

1 

CO 

lO 

kO 

t— t 

<N 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-1- 

+ 

1 

-1- 

1 

4- 

4- 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o" 

o" 

o 

Ci 

o' 

o 

<o 

o 

(N 

b-" 

o' 

(O 

kl^ 

o 

1> 

o" 

o 

o 

kC 

o 

o 

o 

(N 

o 

CO 

CO 

oo 

o 

00 

o 

o 

CO 

00 

o 

o 

o 

o 

(N 

TtH 

CO 

GO 

o 

o 

^4 

CO 

o" 

CO 

TjH 

lo” 

co" 

o' 

00 

o" 

CO 

CO 

r-H 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o‘ 

o* 

o* 

oT 

ccT 

o' 

o 

<o 

(M" 

l> 

o 

o" 

lO 

o" 

i>r 

o 

o 

o 

kO 

o 

o 

o 

(N 

o 

CO 

CO 

00 

o 

00 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

00 

o 

o 

(N 

00 

00 

o 

o 

tH 

co"’ 

kO" 

o' 

kO 

CO 

CD" 

1> 

00 

o" 

kO 

^4 

CO 

CO 

^4 

^4 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o" 

rH 

^4 

kO 

kC 

(M‘ 

(M 

05 

b^ 

zo 

CO 

kjo" 

oT 

o 

o" 

o 

o 

cc 

t-4 

tH 

b^ 

o 

(N 

CO 

Gd 

03 

(N 

oo 

o 

kO 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

CO 

l> 

1> 

^4 

1-4 

CO 

o 

00 

05 

cO 

o 

o 

kO 

1^ 

oT 

co" 

oo" 

00 

of 

00 

kO 

co" 

CO 

kO" 

co" 

00 

o" 

kO 

(N 

CO 

CO 

y-^ 

TfH 

CO 

CO 

^4 

1—4 

r4 

CO 

a 

o 

o 

03 

U 

O 

a 

<D 

S 

<D 

Ih 


03 

03 


a 

o 

o 

:3 

Ih 

4-3 

03 

O 

O 


P- 

03 


a 

o 

o 


o3 


(13 

03 

a 

0) 

p. 

K 

O  XT 

a> 


o 

u 

o3 

o 

03 

s 

T3 


03 

o 


03 

cc 

(» 

.9 

d 


4-3 

o 

c3 


C3 

c5 

«4-l 

-p 

C3 

03 

a 

.2 

d 


rd 

'd 

o 

d 

d 

44 

c 

CO 

t-t 

o 

*4-t 

d 

.2 

-*4 

^4 

o 

k|-H 

d 

d 

CO 

*> 

u 

03 

03 

d 

tfl 

d 

6* 

'd 

03 

rd 

o 

o 

d 

d 

1-4 

'd 

CO 

4-3 

C3 

d 

03 

44 

.2 

d 

44 

.SP 

d 

t-i 

44 

d 

Q 

d 

u 

d 

*d 

o 

’pl 

03 

^d 

CO 

d 

o 

44 

CQ 

d 

Ih 

o 

d 

"d 

02 

*•5 

CO 

o 

>-4 

»J4 

Ih 

o 

d 

H4 

d 

o 

o 

d 

12; 

4^ 

'd 

03 

a 


> 

03 


03 

4-3 

d 


rd 

C3 

l-H 

d 

03 

03 

03 


d 

l-l 

03 

d 

03 

o 


03 

9  ^ 

d  hH 


03 

C3 

d 

d 

O 

d 

d 

.2 

d 


^03 

’> 
•  rH 

4-3 

o 

d 


d 

03 

Is 

-+-> 

d 

03 

§ 


03 

4-3 

d 


C3 


d 

03 

a 

"d 

d 

o 

d 


d 

03 


d 

03 


d 


d 

03 


o 

d 


T5 
d 
d 

.S3 

4-3 

*2  W3 
^.2 


^2;  Q  <: 


03 

d 


d 

0) 


C3 

0) 


T3 

d 

d 

bD  03 
^  03 

ii-43 


o 

d 


03 

d 

T3 

.9 

3 

nd 

d 

d 

bC 

O 

"o 

t-. 

03 

12; 


C3 

d 

03 

03 

03 


d 

.2 

u 

d 

4-3 

03 

d 

o 

03 

t-4 

O 


-H3 

03 

d'l 

g<2 

O 


37 


Comparative  statement  oj  appropriations  Jor  1957,  estimates  for  1958,  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  hill  for  1958 — Con. 

TITLE  II— DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE— Continued 


38 


LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


i 

o 

(-< 

1958  estimates 

t  t  III 

II  lit 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

II  III 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-$1,  570,  000 

-50,  000 

-13,  964,  000 

Cl 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

p 

P 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1-H 

o' 

o‘ 

o“ 

o6' 

o'* 

o" 

o" 

oo“ 

cT 

w 

o 

CO 

o 

(M 

lO 

lO 

o 

o 

rH 

CO 

(M 

o 

CO 

lO 

CO 

(M 

00 

1 

1 

rH 

1 

rH 

CO 

1-H 

1-H 

1-H 

o 

o3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-f 

o 

05 

P3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

P 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

co" 

o'* 

1 

o 

o' 

CO 

15  lo 

1 

1 

1 

1 

GO 

1 

iv 

o 

o 

^3  05 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t-H 

1 

lO 

r*H 

o 

Lh 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o'* 

y—i 

1 

(M" 

1 

1 

1 

1 

oq 

1 

.  — ■ 

B 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

lO 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

c 

« 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

05 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

00 

lO 

1 

IV 

lO 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

lo 

IV 

p 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o'* 

1 

rH 

lO" 

co" 

I 

1 

1 

1 

(N 

1 

lO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

(M 

1 

IC 

w 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

tc 

IV 

o*" 

o*" 

o" 

1 

o’* 

o*“ 

(M** 

Iv 

o 

CO 

o 

ic 

I 

lO 

lO 

o 

lO 

CO 

<N 

o 

CO 

o 

1 

CO 

00 

o 

C3 

1 

Ih 

rH 

o 

1 

1-H 

CO 

(M 

o 

1-H 

1 

CO 

(M 

1 

iC 

C 

1 

C 

1 

1 

D 

D 

73 

o 

=J 

.9 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

T 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

03 

bD 

.9 

2 

‘p  1 
o  , 

“  ! 

bC  1 
p  « 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.9 

*-3 

1 

m 

0 

P3 

0  ' 

1 

03 

1 

1 

a 

a 

o 

1 

1 

t-* 

0 

0 

tM 

0 

i  : 

•4^  1 

o.  1 
o  ' 

1 

1 

tr 

0 

0 

1 

1 

© 

0 

o 

? 

o 

o 

Ih 

c3 

3 

c3 

0 

03 

*0 

0 

2 

P  1 

1 

0  1 

03 

^0 

2 

o 

1 

1 

*> 

0 

a 

O) 

1 

o 

c3 

o 

sn 

o' 

ui 

0 

t-l 

2 

2 

0 

o 

"3 

1 

2  ' 

p  ' 

:§  : 
T3  1 

*0 

73 

0 

P 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CQ 

-4-3 

p 

c3 

>> 

> 

pq 

OQ 

0) 

a 

o 

o3 

i-:i 

[3 

9 

3 

C3 

0 

T3 

*bb 

3 

03 

0 

p 

0 

bC 

p  • 
.2  1 

3  1 

0  ' 

§  1 

1 

*4-4  I 

c3 

<4-4 

>5 

.2 

03 

*3 

1 

1 

1 

t 

03 

2 

0 

a 

CJ 

p 

CD 

m 

03 

0 

o 

o 

4h 

o 

«4H 

o 

o 

^  1 

1 

O  1 

1 

Xi 

9 

0 

03 

a 

0 

bX) 

Eh 

q 

a 

a 

p 

1 

>>  ‘ 

o 

0 

3 

< 

w 

o 

03 

a 

0 

§ 

03 

.2 

*-3 

0 

13 

o 

**f3 

0 

3 

.2 

0 

.2 

*-+3 

0 

P 

Ut 

f-TrP 

o3 

o’S 

^  <v 

?H  1 

C3  1 

1 

2  ' 
uJ 

<4-( 

O 

P 

.2 

0 

<4-1 

o 

>5 

P4 

y, 

0 

73 

p 

fl4 

2 

u 

hH 

o3 

bC 

g 

-+-> 

HH  CQ 

a 

P 

-4^ 

l-t 

p; 

"3 

bD 

Ih 

o 

03 

Sp 

o 

03 

a 

o 

03 

IP 

o 

03 

P 

o 

3 

cc 

0 

^  03 

S  ^=! 

P  0 

H-S 

0 

P 

t_, 

P4 

73 

p 

03 

0 

o 

H 

p 

H.3 

a 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o  p, 

K 

03 

P 

0 

’C 

2 

o3 

a 

o 

0 

p 

O 

Oh 

CO 

I.ABOR-IIEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


o 

(N 


O 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

oT 

l> 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

lO 


o 

o 

o 


(M 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

00 

o 

(N 

I 


o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

<N 

+ 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


00 


o 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

00 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

o 

co" 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

ic 

(M 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

(N 

iO 

(N 


o 

o 

o 

ocT 


+  + 


o 

o 

o 

oT 

CO 


(N 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

o’' 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

IC 

IC 


o 

o 

o 

o'* 

00 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

o 

o'* 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o'' 

o 

o 

of 


o 

o 

o 

o” 

o 

lO 


o 

o 

o 

lO 

<o 

(N 


o 

o 

o 

iS 

lO 


o 

o 

o 

o'' 

X 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

oT 

CO 


o 

o 

o 

o’' 

o 

to 

of 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o’' 

o 

lO 


o 

o 

o 

o 

00 

o 

of 


o 

o 

o 

!> 

CO 

of 


o 

o 

o 

o 

ca 


o 

o 

o 


oa 

X 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

o 

tf 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o'' 

o 

o 

lO 

l> 

lO 


o 

o 

o 

x'' 


o 

o 

o 

of 

OQ 

X 


o 

o 

o 


CO 

CO 


o 

CO 


< 

CM 

GO 

o 

-w 

w 

n 

< 

s 

s 

w 


<D 

Oh 

X 

o 

73 

0 


'3 

za 


W) 

.s 

2 

*3 

U-i 

o 

c 

.2 

c3 

> 

u 

o 

CO 

o 

u 

a 

73 

G 
d  3 

a  o 

(V  Mh 
»H  bC 

•p 

d  d 


s 

G 

s 

n 

d 

a 


G 

q; 


G 
cr 
c; 

'G 

®  G3 
c3  ^ 


G 

o 

'■§ 

G 

Ui 

w 

G 

o 

o 


<D 

o 

tt-l 

d 

o 


73 

G 

03 


G 

o 

G 

03 

o 


G 
o 

V3  b£) 
o  G 

£  ^ 
-*->  rG 

C»  3 

§•2 

o 


o 

w 


a; 

o3 

^tS3 


CQ 


o 

H 


Iz 

o 

5 

<5 

d 

H 

CD 

s 

M 

s 

G 

p 

o 

w 

CD 

G 

<1 

V-l 

o 

o 

CD 


<D 

hO 

< 

73 

o 


G 

c3 

o 

G 

pp 

CO 


03 


»  i 


IV 


d 


o 
> 

’> 
Mm 

G 

wX 
.2  73 

^  s 

d  ^ 

m 


o 

V 

G 

c3 


G 

a 

Mm 

o 

^-M 

CO 

0) 


G 

o3 

Mm 

o 


G 

a 


bD 

G 


03 

Mm 

4^ 


G  V 
d  fe 

Mm 

o 


X5 

G 

a 


G 

e3 

a; 

Mm 

G 

PQ 


G 

V 

a 

X 

QJ 

'G  m 
G  o 
03  G 
G 

CD  -*-=» 
^  .2 

*C 

G  CO 


d 

zn 


< 


d 

V 

Mm 

G 

PQ 


c 

a> 

tH 

2 

2 

O 


G 

V 

a 

X 

a; 

73 

G 

d 


Mm 

G 


G 

CO 


G3 

•O 

73 

G 

G 


G 

G 

Mm 

<o 

44> 

G 

a 

Mh 

o 


CD 

V 


CO 


2 


C  V 
G  ^ 

o 


G 

.2 

G 

Mm 
4.9 
CO 

G 

o 

a 

V 
73 

Mm  4^ 

O'C 

G 

_rH 

P  CD 
Mm 

G  -73 
0  G 

CD  *o 

£  § 
CD 

cL>  .2 


4J  4^ 

G  Sc 

Mm  0^ 

p,'o 

p  a 


o 

O 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  jor  1957,  estimates  for  1958,  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  hill  for  1958 — Con. 

TITLE  II— DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE— Continued 


40  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


a 

a 

<1 


(N 


O 

O 


CO 


CO 

o 


00 

00 

iO 


d 

d 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

1 

O 

1 

1 

.22 

1 

*d 

o 

S 

<1 

(D 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

T3 

d 

d 

a 

T) 

<1 

a 

(S 

PS 

CO 

s 

0) 

o 

B 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4^ 

w 

d, 

•4-:» 

d 

'O 

O 

1 

1— 1 

o 

a 

s 

1 

02 

<D 

as 

p 

ofT 

1 

<3 

& 

< 

0) 

w 

1 

O 

s 

h 

d 

0 

d 

.2 

b£) 

-*1 

o 

a 

.2 

d 

o 

*S 

o 

s 

p 

K 

OJ 

ip 

.S 

*4-1 

CO 

u 

H 

p. 

(D 

(4^ 

C3 

cS 


5 

o 

OD 


CO 

(V  m 

c3  5 


Oh 


a 

c3 


-+*  • 
O  ■ 

H 


P3 

< 

0^ 

o 

w 

W 

O 

w 

Q 

S 

o 


CQ 

O 

(» 

fl 

(D 

Ph 

(P 

0 

c3 


(h 


d 

o 


a 

o 

fc-t 

a 

a 

C 


o 

o 

o 

(rf 

(N 


o 

o 

o 

iO 

iO 


o 

o 

o 

oo" 


o 

o 

o 

CO 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

iS 

CO 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

(M 

+ 


o 

o 

o 

o" 

o 

(N 


o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

irT 

io 

o' 

00 

o 

(N 

o 

iO 

t-H 

73 

1 

73 

d 

1 

d 

d 

1 

d 

1 

«+-i 

4^ 

1 

4^ 

CQ 

d 

02 

d 

o 

1 

1 

4J 

4^ 

d 

1 

1 

4^ 

►— ( 

4—4 

CO 

•4J 

^CQ 

CO 

< 

1 

<3 

O 

>-l 

1 

t 

o 

S 

d 

73 

o 

g 

o 

(h 

‘-p 

o 

73 

.2 

**-i 

*n 

f-l 

a> 

P4 

o 

w 

d 

E 

o 

tH 

CO 

d 

d 

*4-4 

Pi 

d 

Ui 

a 

P 

^1 

H 

o 

<3 

o 


LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELEARE  APPROPRIATIONS  41 


o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

i 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

oT 

lO 

(N 

J 

1 

t 

oT 

(M 

cc 

10 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

<N 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

go' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

J 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1— ^ 

\ 

r— H 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0" 

cf 

CO 

o' 

go’' 

o' 

1 

co" 

CO 

o’' 

CO 

iO 

(N 

0 

CD 

1 

<N 

00 

ID 

+ 

-f- 

+ 

0 

+ 

(N 

CO 

i 

ee 

+  , 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

-h 

r-H 

ee 

1 

1 

-f 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o' 

0 

0 

n 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

00 

P4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

iO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o' 

CD 

CQ 

(N' 

o' 

0 

0 

p 

o’* 

o' 

10 

10 

P 

0" 

o 

»-0 

0 

0 

CO 

0 

pj 

<4 

<N 

ID 

(M 

0 

Pj 

10 

»o 

CO 

Tt^ 

10 

10 

<N 

< 

10" 

CO 

GO 

05 

!z! 

Oi 

0 

n 

rH 

0 

m 

oo’' 

(Df 

0 

M 

H 

'A 

0 

H 

;z; 

p 

< 

M 

1— 1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

rH 

i4 

0 

Eh 

0 

0 

0 

0 

g 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

GO 

Ph 

0 

<1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pj 

0 

oT 

t> 

(N“ 

r-H 

o' 

p 

0" 

o” 

10 

10 

0" 

lO 

0 

CO 

Ph 

w 

(M 

ID 

(N 

0 

ID 

lo 

10 

0 

iO 

(M 

10 

H 

t-H 

0 

s 

€0 

p 

io 

C<J 

00 

0 

rH 

Ph 

00 

60 

0 

<1 

>4 

i4 

< 

R 

<J 

yA 

0 

0 

, — 1 

H 

Ph 

P 

1 — 1 

o 

0 

0 

0 

rH 

0 

H 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

GO 

0 

0 

< 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

M 

<1 

0“ 

0 

o’ 

0 

C<J 

0 

0 

<N 

<N 

Ph 

0 

(N 

1-H 

10 

0 

0 

1 

CD 

10 

0 

0 

Tt< 

0 

Oi 

> 

€0- 

<M 

10 

(N 

1 

0 

t-T 

oo" 

rH 

> 

t^T 

GO 

1 

M 

P 

c<r 

M 

H 

44 

P 

P 

» 

M 

M 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i4 

1 

fcH 

1 

1 

1 

P 

1 

1 

1 

J 

1 

i  ! 

H 

1 

1 

1 

tT  1 

<h  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

T3  1 

H  ! 

M 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o3 

0 

T3 

•■a  1 

s  : 

m  ! 

0 

CP  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

>» 

o3 

^  ! 
c3  « 

1 

1 

t 

> 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

TJ 

1 

1 

CP 

a 

1 

TJ  1 

P  1 

0  1 

r 

1 

P  1 

0 

P  • 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t 

0 

0 

W  I 

t+-<  0 

1 

1 

i 

» 

i 

1 

o3 

0 

XI 

a  ' 
a  ' 

-4J  1 

-2 

«rH  1 

1 

-•-=*  1 

0} 

a 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.2 

’-+J 

UJ 

<v 

rO 

4^  tl-H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

>3 

c? 

P 

CO  1 

p  1 
'X?  ' 

^  1 

'V 

<D 

2  i 

44>^  [ 

O 

fH 

0) 

a 

0) 

O 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

.2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

GO 

o3 

CS3 

t— i 

•+^ 

D 

f-t 

<P 

0 

<D 

0 

0 

■£t3 
c3  p 
pH  c3 

Qj 

0  s' 

0 

i 

1 

CO 

CD 

to 

P 

0) 

Ph 

X 

CD 

t 

I 

00 

a» 

CO 

S 

Ph 

X 

0 

0) 

bO 

<D 

a 

a; 

P 

o3 

P 

_o 

<J  CO 

0) 

CO 

0  & 

Jp  CD 

3 

P 

.2 

"§ 

1 

CO  1 

CD  1 

W 

C 

Ph 

D  1 

a 

0 

Sh 

<D 

<4-4 

03 

p 

04 

0 

O4 

13 

443 

0 

11 

n3 

C 

T5 

C 

03 

a 

03 

CO 

4-3 

0 

'P  1 
§  : 

««-i 

o 

<1> 

a 

c 

oj 

u 

H 

CO 

H 

H 

CO 

.2 

CQ 

.2 

44> 

o3 

f-> 

4-3 

cl 

0^ 

H 

•cl' 

o 

a 

44)  c3 

c3.2 

E 

o 

0 

OQ 

m 

o3 

m 

<1 

o3  w 

'3 

m 

Co7nparative  statement  oj  appropriations  Jor  1957,  estimates  for  1958,  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  for  1958 — Con. 

TITLE  VI— FEDEBAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 


42  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 


■  -  .  -  .  r  . 

i  ^te^  -WtTitA  •*•''  •  •  CJi  ‘  -1 

*^  *■  *•  ».  •  . 

—-:  '  WV  - 


w  ||  r- 


:•  /  ■ 


f  ^  I 


■S  ^ 
. 

:r*'  ^ 


^r 


r'T3 

M 


i:''  m 


’  i 
_  : 


f  .■  n 


Unraa  Cal?rjd.?r  K«. 


V  i  8ftTrObl?aReiS3 


.  y  w-vr- *. «  v« 

D  P^*  lev Hfs$sfoj< 

f  .  -  **>"  ■ 

t'--  : 

,  .  •  kss 


H.  R.  6287 


[Report  No.  217] 


P 


iji 


'■  ■•  ’ 


■J 


in  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPEfsaKfifTATIVES  ' 


♦  ■'•  • 


’Ur  .  iTooAi^jr,  Uib^  C<>iii>u’uti‘«t  u)i  Af  prupp  jiriof^’S^  raptirted  ttii  ^ 

Hli;  wh.\^  ^itjComitiitfoiV  t4>  tK*  Csioitiiitfe  <iffho  Hcn*- 


Mahoh  li^lT 
Ui*»*  un  Apprup 

.  ^  tK'  Csioitiiii . . 

Stsfe  oJKhe  TJnino  ju»4  c»rdemj  tA  pnuti*d 

V  ■. 

:  r  ■•  -.-. 


'X 


.  A  BILL 

^  I  Jtfakiii>r  appropriations  for-tlie  J>('|)nrtrnenM  of  I«\l»or,  and  H« 
Education,  and  VVelfare,  and  rointed  a^enciies,  for  tLo 
ywir  emCn^  iTtme  oO,  H>5B,  aud  for  oilier  pnrpog*^, 

,1  ^  ;  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  denote  and  af  H^;r  r> 

A.*  .  ,.; 

2  '  iif}e3  of  the.  U fJUed  SiaU'Ji  of  .  1  tn^-rTta  in  Obt0rf  ii<ite7;i 

'  '  ■  ■  ->r  ’  '■" 

3^  T)i^  the  buIb*  ahi 


jf.  vn  i/iA. 


A.J  ,  m  t  t 


4 


85th  CONGEESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  63 

H.  R.  6287 

[Report  No.  217] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  21, 1957 

Mr.  Fogarty,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 

6  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 

7  namely : 


I 
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1 
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6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


V 


2 

TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETAEY 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  tliis  title  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Secretary) ,  including  2)ayment  in  advance 
when  authorized  the  Secretary  for  dues  or  fees  for 
library  membership  in  organizations  whose  publications  are 
available  to  members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower 
than  to  the  general  public;  and  purchase  of  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131)  ;  $1,510,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $200,000  sliall  be  for  international 
labor  affairs. 

Workijig  capital  fund:  4Lere  is  hereby  established  a 
working  capital  fund,  to  be  available  without  fiscal  year 
limitation,  for  expenses  necessary  for  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  (1)  a  central  reproduction  service;  (2)  a  cen¬ 
tral  visual  exhibit  service;  (3)  a  central  sujiply  service  for 
sup])lies  and  ecpiiimient  for  which  adequate  stocks  may  be 
maintained  to  meet,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  requirements 
of  the  Dej)artment;  and  (4)  telephone,  mail  and  messenger 
services:  Provided,  That  any  stocks  of  sujiplies  and  equip¬ 
ment  on  hand  or  on  order  on  June  30,  1957,  shall  be  used 
to  capitalize  such  fund:  Provided  further,  That  the  fund 
may  be  used  to  finance  the  cost  of  centralized  procurement 
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of  supplies  and  equipment  and  tliat  the  fund  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  in  advance  from  available  funds  of  bureaus,  offices, 
and  agencies  for  which  services  are  performed  at  rates  which 
will  return  in  full  all  expenses  of  operations,  including  re¬ 
serves  for  accrued  annual  leave  and  depreciation  of  equip¬ 
ment. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Solicitor,  $2,225,000,  together  with  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $365,000  to  be  derived  from  the  highway  trust  fund 
created  by  section  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956. 

BURE  A  IT  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
promotion  of  industrial  safety,  employment  stabilization,  and 
amicable  industrial  relations  for  labor  and  industry;  per¬ 
formance  of  safet}''  functions  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Employees’  Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (5  IT.  S.  0. 
784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of  the  functions  vested  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  by  title  I  of  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act, 
1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  159  (f)  and  (g)  )  ;  and  not  less  than 
$182,575  for  the  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on 
National  Employ  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat. 

409)  :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  appropriation  for 
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the  President’s  Committee  shall  be  subject  to  reduction  or 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  existing  law ;  including  purchase  of  reports  and 
of  material  for  inforaiational  exhibits  and  expenses  of  attend¬ 
ance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  conferences 
concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards ; 
$1,031,300. 

BUEEAU  OP  VETEEANS’  EEEMPLOYMENT  EIGHTS 
Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  to  render 
assistance  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment 
rights  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and  Service 
Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  308),  the 
Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0. 
App.  351),  the  Army  Eeserve  and  Betired  Personnel 
Service  Law  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  401) , 
and  section  9  of  the  Universal  Military  Training  and  Service 
Act  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  459),  and  the  Eeserve  Forces  Act 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  598) ,  $542,000. 

BHEEAH  OF  APPEENTICESHIP 
Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  March  4,  1913  (5 
U.  S.  C.  611),  and  August  16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  0.  50), 
$3,600,000. 
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BUEEATJ  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil-service  laws, 
for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  and  not 
to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  $6,000,000, 
of  which  $1,125,000  shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  title  IV  (except  section  602)  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Eeadjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and 
employment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as 
amended  (29  TJ.  S.  0.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying  into  effect 
section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s  Eeadjustment  Act  of  1944, 
for  grants  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.  501-503), 
including,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of 
equipment,  and  the  payment  of  rental  for  space  made  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  for 
necessary  expenses  including  purchasing  and  installing  of 
air-conditioning  equipment  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  employment  office  facilities  and  services  in  the  District  of 
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Columbia,  and  for  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  carrying  out  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Eead- 
justment  Assistance  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  684)  and  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  1130) , 
$262,000,000,  of  which  $12,000,000  shall  be  available 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  necessary 
to  meet  increased  costs  of  administration  resulting  from 
changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases  in  the  numhers 
of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  increased  salary  costs 
resulting  from  changes  in  State  salary  compensation  plans 
embracing  employees  of  the  State  general^  over  those  upon 
which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the  allocation  for  the 
District  of  Columbia)  was  based,  which  increased  costs  of 
administration  cannot  be  provided  for  by  normal  budgetary 
adjustments:  Provided,  That  ncdwithstanding  any  provision 
to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  from  time 
to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  payment 
to  each  State  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  303  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
such  amounts  as  he  det(;rmines  to  be  necessary  for  the  pro])er 
and  efficient  administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation 
law  and  of  its  public  employment  offices:  Provided  further, 
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That  such  aniouiits  as  may  he  agreed  upon  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department  shall  be  used 
for  the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  jointly 
determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of  official  mail 
matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by 
States  receiving  grants  lierefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  pj'ovisions  of  said  Act  of  June  0, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  ot  the  Social 

Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  the  merit  basis,  shall 
apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  wliole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis¬ 
lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  s^^stem  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be¬ 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 
of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Eor 
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making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended, 
for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obhgations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans:  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  unemployed  veterans  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Veterans’  Eeadjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952, 
$36,800,000. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans,  next  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  current 
fiscal  year,  pa3unents  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Veterans’  Eeadjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  benefits  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  and  the  ohfigations  and 
expenditures  thereunder  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees: 
For  payments  to  unemployed  Federal  employees,  either  di¬ 
rectly  or  through  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  $26,500,000. 
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Unemploymeut  compensation  for  Federal  employees, 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of 
the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized 
by  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such 
amounts  as  may  be  required  for  payment  to  imemployed 
Federal  emplo3^ees  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year,  and  the  obligations  and  expenditures  thereunder 
shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor  program: 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  Labor  under 
the  Act  of  July  12,  1951  (65  Stat.  119),  as  amended, 
including  temporary  employment  of  persons  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws,  $2,500,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  employees’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $113,400  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Appeals  Board,  $2,838,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $47,400  to  be  derived  from  the  fund  created 
by  section  44  of  the  Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’ 
Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.  S.  C.  906). 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except  ad- 
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ministrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay¬ 
ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of 
benefits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War 
Benefits”  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation 
Act,  1947 ;  the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of 
recoveries  in  third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical 
and  hospital  services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral 
and  burial  expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  ex¬ 
penses  incidental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial, 
for  such  enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were 
certified  by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital 
services  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30, 
1943,  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian 
employees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and 
authority  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  796),  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services, 
treatment,  and  expenses  in  such  cases  and  for  payments  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  the  War  Claims  Act 
of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.,  app.  2012)  ;  such  amount  as  may  be 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 
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BUEEAU  OP  LABOE  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  including  advances 
or  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and 
their  employees  for  services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $7,470,000. 

women’s  BUEEAU 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  0.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 
reports  and  material  for  informational  exhibits,  $462,000. 

WAGE  AND  HOUE  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per¬ 
forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  conditions 
for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts  by 
the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  0.  35-45),  including  reimbursement  to  State, 
Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection 
services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for  expenses  of 
attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  con¬ 
ferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Division,  $10,- 
888,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


12 


GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
concerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  sucli 
appropriation  is  made. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

TITLE  II— DEPAETMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCA¬ 
TION,  AND  WELEAEE 

AMEEICAN  FEINTING  HOUSE  FOE  THE  BLIND 
Education  of  the  blind:  Eor  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
March  3,  1879,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101-105), 
$328,000. 

FOOD  AND  DEUG  ADMINISTEATION 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  necessary  expenses  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  Eederal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 
amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act, 
as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milli  Act 
(21  U.  S.  C.  141-149)  ;  the  Eederal  Caustic  Poison  Act 
(15  U.  S.  C.  401-411)  ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as 
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amended  (21  U.  S.  0.  61-64)  ;  reporting  and  iUustrating 
the  results  of  investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  appa¬ 
ratus,  and  scientific  equipment;  pa3nnent  in  advance  for 
special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of  fees, 
travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement 
operations;  $9,300,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification,  inspection,  and 
other  services:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification 
or  inspection  of  certain  products,  and  for  the  establishment 
of  tolerances  for  pesticides,  in  accordance  with  sections  406, 
408,  504,  506,  507,  604,  702A,  and  706  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  0. 
346,  346a,  354,  356,  357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  ag¬ 
gregate  of  the  advance  deposits  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  to  cover  payments  of  fees  for  seiwices  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  certifications,  inspections,  or  establishment  of 
tolerances,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific 
equipment ;  expenses  of  advisory  committees ;  and  the  refund 
of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has  been  rendered. 
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freedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  furnishing,  repair¬ 
ing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in 
the  performance  of  their  official  duties;  transfer  of  funds  to 
the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard  Univer¬ 
sity”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  personnel  de¬ 
tailed  to  the  hospital;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  actual  cost  of  heat,  light,  and  power 
furnished  by  such  university;  $3,000,000:  Provided,  That 
no  intern  or  resident  physician  receiving  compensation 
from  this  appropriation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive 
compensation  in  the  form  of  wages  or  salary  from  any  other 
appropriation  in  this  title :  Provided  further,  That  the 
District  of  Columbia  shall  ])ay  by  check  to  Freedmen’s 
Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  in  ad¬ 
vance  at  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  such  amount  as  the 
Surgeon  General  calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of 
rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  the  care  of 
patients  certified  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered 
by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations 
shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  advance  of 
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payment ;  but  proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have  been 
paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  each  quarter :  Provided  further,  That  the 
Surgeon  General  may  delegate  the  responsibilities  imposed 
upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 

GALLAUDET  COLLEGE 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  Gal- 
laudet  College,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous 
expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Public  Law  420),  $730,000: 
Provided,  That  Gallaudet  College  shall  be  paid  by  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  at  the  rate  of  $1,295  per  school  year  for  each 
student  attending  and  receiving  instruction  in  elementary 
or  secondary  education  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  March  1, 
1901  (31  D.  C.  Code  1008). 

Construction:  For  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
buildings  and  facilities  on  the  grounds  of  Gallaudet  College, 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Pubhc  Law 
420) ,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  including  planning,  architectural,  and  engineering 
services,  $1,690,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
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1959,  as  follows :  For  a  cafeteria  and  service  building  and  a 
men’s  dormitory,  together  with  alterations,  installations,  and 
equipment  in  connection  with  such  constniction,  and  for 
beginning  roads,  walks,  and  grading  in  connection  with  such 
construction. 

HOWAED  UNIVEESITT 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  partial  support  of 
Howard  University,  including  personal  seiwices  and  mis¬ 
cellaneous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
$3,800,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  of  a  physical  education  building  and  a  home 
economics  building,  $150,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  equipping  the  dental 
school  building  under  the  supervision  of  General  Services 
Administration,  $262,000,  to  remain  available  until  June 
30,  1959,  and  such  amount  shall  be  in  addition  to  the 
limitation  of  cost  established  by  Public  Law  452,  Eighty- 
second  Congress. 
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OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  furtlier  development  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (20 
U.  S.  0.,  ch.  2) ,  and  section  202  of  said  Act  (70  Stat.  925) , 
section  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20  U.  8.  C.  29), 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  C.  30), 
the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (20  IT.  S.  C.  31),  including 
$4,000,000  for  extension  and  improvement  of  practical  nurse 
training,  $33,442,081:  Provided,  That  the  apportionment 
to  the  States  under  section  3  (a) ,  (1) ,  (2) ,  (3) ,  and  (4) 
of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  shall  he  computed 
on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed  $29,267,081  for  the  current 
fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That  the  amount  of  allotmeut 
which  States  and  Territories  are  not  prepared  to  use  may 
he  reapportioned  among  other  States  and  Territories  applying 
therefor  for  use  in  the  programs  for  which  the  funds  were 
originally  apportioned. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 
329),  $2,501,500. 


IT.  R.  6287 - 3 
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Grants  for  library  services:  For  grants  to  the  States 
piu'suant  to  the  Act  of  June  19,  1956,  as  amended  (70  Stat 
293-296,  911),  $5,000,000. 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local  edu¬ 
cational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950,  as 
amended  (20  U.  S.  0.  ch.  13;  70  Stat.  909,  970-972), 
$127,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  also 
be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
such  Act. 

Assistance  for  school  construction:  For  an  additional 
amount  for  providing  school  facilities  and  for  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized 
by  title  III  and  title  IV  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1950, 
as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  14;  70  Stat.  909,  968-969) , 
including  not  to  exceed  $700,000  for  necessary  expenses  of 
technical  services  rendered  by  other  agencies  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  for  title  IV,  $41,700,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  salaries  or  other 
direct  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Education,  including  sm’veys,  studies,  investigations. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


19 


and  reports  regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult  educa¬ 
tion;  developing  libinry  participation  in  Tederal  projects; 
fostering  nationvride  coordination  of  research  materials  among 
hbraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  development 

t 

of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase,  distri¬ 
bution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  and  cooperative  research,  surveys, 
and  demonstrations  in  education  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
July  26,  1954  (20  U.  S.  0.  331-332)  ;  $7,000,000, 
of  which  not  less  than  $550,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  authorized:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  all  receipts  from  non-Eederal  agencies  represent¬ 
ing  reimbursement  for  expenses  of  travel  of  employees  of 
the  Ofiice  of  Education  performing  advisory  functions  to  the 
said  agencies  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Presidents  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High 
School;  For  salaries  and  expenses  for  the  President’s  Com- 
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niittee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School,  including 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  and  expenses  of  attendance  at 
meetings,  $200,000:  Provided,  That  none  of  these  funds 
shall  be  available  after  December  31,  1957,  except  for 
liquidation  purposes. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  EEnABILITATION 

Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies:  For  grants  to 
States  and  other  agencies  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Eehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  $45,100,000,  of  which 
$40,000,000  is  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  under 
section  2  of  said  Act;  $1,500,000  is  for  extension  and  im¬ 
provement  projects  under  section  3  of  said  Act;  and 
$3,600,000  is  for  special  projects  under  section  4  of  said 
Act:  Provided,  That  allotments  imder  section  2  of  said  Act 
to  the  States  for  the  current  fiscal  j^ear  shall  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  $53,(H)O,()0O,  and  this  amount  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  the  sum  available  for  allotments  under  such  section 
for  sucli  fiscal  year. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  grants  to  States 
under  sections  2  and  3  of  the  Vocational  Eehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
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to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall 
not  exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Training  and  traineeships:  Tor  training  and  traineeships 
pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  and  for  carrying  out  the  training  functions 
provided  for  in  section  7  of  said  Act,  $4,400,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses :  F or  expenses  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  x4ct, 
as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936  (20 
U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A),  as  amended,  $1,330,000. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SEEVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A) 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  in¬ 
cluding  expenses  for  active  commissioned  officers  in  the 
Reserve  Corps  and  for  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  six 
hundred  commissioned  officers  in  the  Regular  Corps; 
and  except  as  otherwise  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
30,  1950  (20  IJ.  S.  C.  236-244),  for  expenses  of  primaiy 
and  secondary  schooling  of  dependents  of  Public  Health 
Service  personnel  stationed  in  foreign  countries,  in  amounts 
not  to  exceed  an  average  of  $250  per  student,  when  it  is 
H.  R.  6287 - 4 
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determined  by  the  Secretary  that  the  schools,  if  any,  avail¬ 
able  in  the  locality  are  unable  to  provide  adequately  for  the 
education  of  such  dependents,  and  for  the  transportation 
of  such  dependents  between  such  schools  and  their  places 
of  residence  when  the  schools  are  not  accessible  to  such 
dependents  by  regular  means  of  transportation;  and  for 
the  payment  of  compensation  to  consultants  or  individual 
scientists  appointed  for  limited  periods  of  time  pursuant  to 
section  207  (e)  or  section  207  (f)  of  the  Act  at  rates 
established  by  the  Surgeon  General  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  annum ;  as  follows : 

Assistance  to  States,  general :  To  carry  out  the  purposes 
not  otherwise  specificalty  provided  for,  of  section  314  (c) 
of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  services  to  States  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make  field  investigations 
and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  to 
provide  for  collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  morbidity, 
and  vital  statistics;  to  provide  traineeships  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  306  of  the  Act;  and  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  enter¬ 
tainment  of  officials  of  other  countries  when  specifically 
authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General;  $19,592,000. 

Grants  and  special  studies.  Territory  of  Alaska:  To  en¬ 
able  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct,  in  the  Service,  and  to 
cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  investigation,  prevention, 
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treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation  services  pursuant  to 
and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections  301,  311,  314 
(without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (d),  (f) , 
(h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  371  of  the  Act,  including 
the  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  and  the 
purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings, 
$2,165,000. 

Venereal  diseases:  To  cany  out  the  purposes  of  sections 
314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 
diagnosis  and  treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  venereal 
diseases;  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the  Act, 
and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health  author¬ 
ities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  $4,415,000. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  $7,000,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$4,500,000  shall  be  available  only  for  grants  to  States, 
to  be  matched  by  an  equal  amount  of  State  and  local 
funds  expended  for  the  same  pui'pose,  for  direct  expenses  of 
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prevention  and  case-finding  projects  including  salaries,  fees, 
and  travel  of  personnel  directly  engaged  in  prevention  and 
case-finding  and  the  necessary  equipment  and  supplies  used 
directly  in  prevention  and  case-finding  operations,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  purchase  of  care  in  hospitals  and  sanatoria. 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and 
361  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings;  and  hire, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft;  $6,200,000. 

Sanitary  engineering  activities:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out  those  provisions  of 
sections  301,  311,  314  (c) ,  and  361  of  the  Act  relating 
to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  environmental  health,  in¬ 
cluding  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine  laws  and  inter¬ 
state  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Acts  of  July  14,  1955  (Public  Law  159) ,  and 
July  9.  1956  (Public  Law  660),  including  $2,700,000  for 
grants  to  States  and  $300,000  for  grants  to  mterstate  agen¬ 
cies;  and  the  hire,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft; 
$12,640,000,  to  remain  available  only  until  June  30,  1958. 
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Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction:  For 
payments  under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act,  as  amended,  $50,000,000,  to  remain  available  only 
until  June  30,  1959. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  pa3unents  under 
parts  C  and  G,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $121,- 
200,000,  of  which  $99,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for 
hospitals  and  related  facilities  pursuant  to  part  0,  $1,200,- 
000  shall  be  for  the  purposes  authorized  in  section  636  of 
the  Act,  and  $21,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for  facili¬ 
ties  pursuant  to  part  G,  as  follows:  $6,500,000  for  diag¬ 
nostic  or  treatment  centers,  $6,500,000  for  hospitals  for  the 
chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4,000,000  for  rehabilitation 
facilities,  and  $4,000,000  for  nursing  homes :  Provided,  That 
allotments  under  such  parts  C  and  G  to  the  several  States 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
amounts  equal  to  the  limitations  specified  herein. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 
For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 
of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $1,450,000. 

Hospitals  and  medical  care :  For  carrying  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August 
8,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  150),  under  the  Dependents’  Medical 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


26 


Care  Act  (70  Stat.  250-254) ,  and  under  sections  307,  321, 
322,  324,  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and 
810  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  Private  Law  419 
of  the  Eighty-tliird  Congress,  as  amended,  and  Executive 
Order  9079  of  February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and 
exchange  of  farm  products  and  livestock ;  conducting  research 
on  technical  nursing  standards  and  furnishing  consultative 
nursing  seiwices;  and  purchase  of  firearms  and  ammunition; 
$44,399,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  he  exclusively  avail¬ 
able  for  payments  to  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  for  care  and 
treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  leprosy:  Provided,  That 
when  the  Public  Health  Service  estabhshes  or  operates  a 
health  service  program  for  any  department  or  agency,  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in  advance  for 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  prevent¬ 
ing  the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign 
countries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance 
with  section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  other  pubhc  hospitals  when  facilities  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  in¬ 
surance  of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when 
required  by  law  of  such  countries,  $3,876,000. 
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Indian  health  activities :  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of 
August  5,  1954  (42  IJ.  S.  C.  2001),  including  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a)  (including  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  such 
services  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  for  individuals, 
when  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General)  ;  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  purchase  of  reprints;  pa5mient 
for  telephone  service  in  private  residences  in  the  field,  when 
authorized  imder  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary;  and 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  sections  321  and  509  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  $40,000,000. 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities:  For  construc¬ 
tion,  major  repair,  improvement,  and  equipment  of  health 
and  related  auxiliary  facihties,  including  quarters  for  per¬ 
sonnel;  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings; 
acquisition  of  sites;  purchase  and  erection  of  portable  budd¬ 
ings;  and  purchase  of  trailers;  $3,096,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  such  expenditures 
may  be  made  through  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  research  and 
services:  For  the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  including  research 
fellowships  and  grants  for  research  projects  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  301  of  the  Act;  regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


28 


products,  and  conduct  of  research  related  thereto;  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $2,500  for  entertainment  of  visiting  scientists  when 
specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon  General;  erection  of 
temporary  structures;  and  grants  of  therapeutic  and  chem¬ 
ical  substances  for  demonstrations  and  research;  $14,026,- 
000:  Provided,  That  the  Surgeon  General  is  authorized 
to  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  other  appropriations 
to  the  Pubhc  Health  Service  such  amounts  as  are  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  necessary  for  the  foregoing  purposes  and 
for  activities  performed  on  a  centralized  basis:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Surgeon  General  is  authorized  to  operate 
facilities  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  for  the  sale  of 
meals  to  employees  and  others  at  rates  determined  by  him  to 
be  sufficient  to  recover  the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  thereof  shall  be  credited  to  this  appropriation. 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  nonprofit 
institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstrations, 
and  grants-in-aid;  and  to  contract  for  supplies  and  services 
by  negotiation,  without  regard  to  section  3709  of  the  Ke- 
vised  Statutes,  in  connection  with  the  chemotherapy  pro- 
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gram;  and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title 
IV,  part  A,  of  the  Act;  $46,902,000. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrjung  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  304, 
311,  312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental 
diseases,  $35,217,000. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act, 
$33,436,000. 

Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $6,430,000. 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities:  For  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
arthritis,  rheumatism,  and  metabolic  diseases,  $17,885,000. 

AUergy  and  infectious  disease  activities:  For  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Act  relating  to  allergy  and  infectious  diseases, 
$17,400,000,  of  which  $150,000  shall  he  available  for  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Institute  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Laboratory. 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities:  For  expenses  nec- 
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essary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
neurology  and  blindness,  $18,887,000. 

Grants  for  construction  of  health  research  facihties:  Eor 
grants  pursuant  to  the  Health  Research  Facihties  Act  ‘of 
1956,  $30,000,000. 

National  Library  of  Medicine:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine  Act  (70  Stat.  960) ,  $1,450,000. 

Retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers:  For  retired  pay  of 
commissioned  officers,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  payments 
under  the  Uniformed  Services  Contingency  Option  Act  of 
1953,  such  amount  as  may  be  required  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of 
the  Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for 
elsewhere,  including  preparing  information,  articles,  and 
pubhcations  related  to  public  health;  and  conducting 
studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health  methods; 
$5,100,000. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  cloth¬ 
ing  for  patients,  and  cooperation  with  organizations  or 
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individuals  in  the  scientific  research  into  the  nature,  causes, 
prevention  and  treatment  of  mental  illness,  $3,000,000, 
Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 
For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 
equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepara¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  supervision 
of  construction,  $55,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may  be 
transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Construction,  treatment  and  cafeteria  building:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifi¬ 
cations  for  a  treatment  and  cafeteria  building  at  Saint 
Elizaheths  Hospital,  $180,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959:  Provided,  Tliat  an}^  part  of  this  amount  may 
lie  transferred  to  General  Services  Administration. 

SOCIAL  SECTTBTTY  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance :  For  necessary  expenses,  not  more  than 
$130,000,000  may  he  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  sui'vivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That  such 
amounts  as  are  required  shall  be  available  to  pay  the  cost 
of  necessary  travel  incident  to  medical  examinations  for 
verifying  disabilities  of  individuals  who  file  applications  for 
disability  determinations  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended. 
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Advances  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Tor 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  advances  to 
States  under  section  221  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  siuns  as  may  be  necessaiy  from  the  above  author¬ 
ization  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  aid 
to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subchs.  I,  IV, 
X,  and  XIV) ,  $1,600,000,000,  of  which  such  amount  as 
may  be  necessary  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period 
in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year: 
Provided,  That  not  more  than  $104,000,000  of  the  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  for  expenses  of  State  and 
local  administration:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  he  used  to  cover  any  costs 
of  State  and  local  administration  incurred  prior  to  July  1, 
1957. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance :  For 
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expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 

$2,000,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6) ,  and  title  V  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V) , 
including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publica¬ 
tions  of  the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 
$2,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  carry 
out  any  instractions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the 
care  of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons 
hcensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided 
further,  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 
practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund, 
so  long  as  State  laws  are  complied  with:  Provided  further. 
That  any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 
obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 
grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services, 
services  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  ai 
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authorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V) , 
$41,500,000,  of  which  $15,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
services  for  crippled  children,  $16,500,000  for  maternal  and 
child-health  services,  and  $10,000,000  for  child-welfare 
services :  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State  pursuant  to 
section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall  not  be  included 
in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount  expended  or 
estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State:  Provided  further, 
That  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  available  mider  section  502 
(b)  of  such  Act  shall  be  used  only  for  special  projects  for 
mentally  retarded  children. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security,  $300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$240,000,  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  pa3^ments  to 
States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  and  section  705 
of  title  VII,  respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
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amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary,  the  obfigations  in¬ 
curred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments 
under  each  of  such  titles  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation 
therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter  in 
the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECEETAEY 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Secretary:  For  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  $1,800,000, 
together  with  not  to  exceed  $260,000  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Field  Administration: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  Field  Administration, 
$2,300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $700,000  to  he 
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transferred  from  the  Tederal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel, 
$500,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $25,000  to  he  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  certi¬ 
fication  and  inspection  services”,  and  not  to  exceed  $425,000 
to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  utihzation :  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carr5dng  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j),  (k),  (n) , 
and  (o) ,  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real 
and  personal  excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and 
protection  of  public  health,  $502,000. 

GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  payment  in 
advance  for  dues  or  fees  for  Hbrary  membership  in  organ¬ 
izations  whose  pubhcations  are  available  to  members  only 
or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  pubhc. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
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authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  0.  55a) . 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  he  available  for  travel  expenses 
and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with 
the  functions  or  activities  for  which  such  appropriations  are 
made. 

Sec.  205.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  0.  2131) . 

Sec.  206.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title 
to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants-in-aid  of 
State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 
operation  of  said  agencies,  including  the  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be 
withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have 
established  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation 
a  merit  system  and  classification  and  compensation  plan 
covering  the  selection,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation 
of  their  employees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  per¬ 
sonnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of 
the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or 
employees. 
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Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
transfers  of  motor  vehicles,  between  bureaus  and  offices, 
without  transfer  of  funds,  as  may  be  required  in  canying 
out  the  operations  of  the  Department. 

Sec.  208.  Not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  the  funds  available 
to  the  Department  for  salaries  and  expenses  and  not  other¬ 
wise  available  for  entertainment  of  officials  of  other  countries 
or  officials  of  international  organizations  shall  be  available 
for  such  entertainment  when  authorized  l)y  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  209.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be 
used  to  pay  any  recipient  of  a  grant  for  the  conduct  of  a 
research  project  an  amount  for  indirect  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  such  project  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of 
the  direct  costs. 

Sec.  210.  None  of  the  obligational  authority  available 
to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
planning  and/or  construction  of  buildings  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  after  June  30,  1959. 

Sec.  211.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be 
used,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  construction  or  plan¬ 
ning  of  any  building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program,  nor 
shall  any  of  the  funds  provided  herein  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  person  who  assists  or  consults  with  anyone 
in  connection  with  the  construction  or  planning  of  any 
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building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1958’h 
TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 

BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 
vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 
(29  U.  S.  C.  I4I-I67),  and  other  laws,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the 
Board  when  specifically  authorized  bj^  the  Chairman  or  the 
General  Counsel;  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  and  unifoims, 
or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  b}^  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  IT.  S.  C.  2131)  ; 
$9,450,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agri¬ 
cultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investiga¬ 
tions,  hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining 
units  composed  of  agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to 
in  section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (29  U.  S.  C. 
152) ,  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations 
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Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1938  (29  U.  S.  0.  203),  and  including  in  said 
definition  employees  engaged  in  the  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  ditches,  canals,  reservoirs,  and  waterways  when 
maintained  or  operated  on  a  mutual,  nonprofit  basis  and  at 
least  95  per  centum  of  the  water  stored  or  supphed  thereby 
is  used  for  farming  purposes. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $520,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  hoards :  Eor  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of  the 
Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  0.  157),  and 
emergency  hoards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to 
section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  0.  160) ,  including  steno¬ 
graphic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $250,000. 

NATIONAL  EAILEOAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  $525,000,  of  which  not 
less  than  $155,000  shall  be  available  for  compensation  (at 
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rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of  referees 
appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Railway  Labor  Act, 
as  amended. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board, 
when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms  or  allow¬ 
ances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1114)  ;  $8,150,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
railroad  retirement  account. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND 
CONCILIATION  SERVICE 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Service  to  cany  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 
Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 
182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 
as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  expenses  of  boards  of 
inquiry  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  206 
of  said  Act;  temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  concil¬ 
iators,  and  mediators  on  labor  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess 
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1  of  $75  per  diem;  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle 

2  for  replacement  only  at  not  to  exceed  $3,000;  expenses  of 

3  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial 

4  relations;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 

5  of  August  2,  1946  (5  TJ.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  $3,550,000. 

6  TITLE  VII— INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 

7  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

8  Contribution  to  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 

9  River  Basin:  To  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 

10  pay  in  advance  to  the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 

11  River  Basin  the  Eederal  contribution  toward  the  expenses 

12  of  the  Commission  during  the  current  fiscal  year  in  the 

13  administration  of  its  business  in  the  conservancy  district 

14  established  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  11,  1940  (54  Stat. 

15  748),  $5,000. 

16  TITLE  VIII— UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 

17  Eor  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  United  States  Sol- 

18  diers’  Home,  to  be  paid  from  the  Soldiers’  Home  permanent 

19  fund,  $4,750,000,  of  which  $34,000  shaR  remain  available 

20  until  June  30,  1959  for  construction  of  buildings  and  facili- 

21  ties,  including  demolition :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 

22  shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of  hospitalization  of 

23  members  of  the  Home  in  United  States  Army  hospitals  at 

24  rates  in  excess  of  those  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
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1  Army,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Commis- 

2  sioners  of  the  Home  and  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  Army. 

3  TITLE  IX— GENEBAL  PEOVISIONS 

4  Sec.  901.  Xo  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

5  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 

6  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

7  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Departments  of  Labor, 

8  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act. 

9  1958.^^  j 
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j  0?  IMTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  Senate  committee  repeated  bills  t^limit  price  supports  on  extra- 
long  staple  cotton,  extend  Public  Ww  480,  a^"^in  plant  pest  control,  exchange 
lands  in  Apache  National  Forest,  andNconvey^research  station  to  U.  of  Mo.  House 
debated  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill.  \jlo\^se  reported  bill  to  extend  FHA  loans  to 
desert-land  entrymen. 


D 


1.  FARM  LOANS.  The  Agricul^re  Committee  reported  witK\amendment  H.R.  3753,  to 

authorize  this  Departmpfvt  to  extend  financial  assistai^ce  to  desert-land  entrymen 
to  the  same  extent  as/such  assistance  is  available  to  X?mestead  entrymen  (H. 
Rept.  272).  p.  393/  \  _ _ 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Began  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill 
for  1958.  pp.  3892-3921,  3924-25 


3. 


CREDIT  POLICIES.  Rep,  Patman  spoke  in  favor  of  H.  Res,  85,  to  aut  jrize  the 
Banking  a<i*d  Currency  Committee  to  investigate  national  monetary  ‘  ^  ^  credit 
policiejiT^  This  measure  is  to  be  debated  today,  pp, 


3923,  3930-31, 


^6 


4.  NATURA  RESOURCES.  Received  a  Nev.  Legislature  memorial  requesting  Intei^^r  to 
ac/^lerate  its  activities  in  Nev.  in  making  surveys  and  collecting  information 
lOut  mineral  and  water  resources,  p.  3934 


2 


5. 


/VoRN.  Received  a  Nebr.  Legislature  memorial  urging  the  President  and  Congrei 
\p  resolve  their  differences  without  delay  in  connection  with  the  corn  prc^am' 
to.  be  offered  to  farmers  for  1957  inasmuch  as  planting  season  is  now  at  / 
hami  and  the  farmer  must  know  immediately  in  order  to  plan  his  operation 
accordingly,  p.  3934 


6.  HUMANE  SLAUGHTER.  Received  a  local  Penna.  citizens  petition  urging  ^e  passage 
of  legisWtion  for  the  use  of  humane  methods  in  the  slaughter  of  meat  animals, 
p.  3935 


7. 


AGRICULTURAL  ^SERVATION  PROGRAl^.  As  reported  (see  Digest  49V  H.R.  1045 
provides  for  Federal  administration  of  AGP  until  such  time  as  plans  for 
State  administr^ion  are  submitted  and  approved.  (Thus  th^bill  would  elimi¬ 
nate  the  necessitV  of  periodic  continuations  of  the  authority  for  Federal 
administration  of  the  program.) 


SENATE 


8.  WATER  RESOURCES;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Sen.  Johnson  noted /:he  importance  of  harnes¬ 


sing  rainfall  in  Texas  and\in5erted  an  article  on/the  importance  of  flood 
detention  dams  to  the  flow  o£  underground  water./  pp-  3839-40 


Sen.  Mansfield  urged  parage  of  S.  J.  Res/ 12,  to  provide  for  transfer 
of  right  of  X7ay  for  the  Yellowfe^il  Dam  and  re/ervoir,  and  inserted  his 
testimony  before  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  in  support 
of  the  bill.  pp.  3851-2  \  / 

Received  a  N.  Mex.  House  resolution  urging  a  flood  control  and  irrigation 
dam  on  the  Gallinas  River,  p,  3841  / 

Sen.  Douglas  submitted  an  amendme^  to  S.  497,  the  public  works  bill, 
providing  that  the  President  should  ^^rmine  the  257,  projects  least  essential 
in  the  national  interest  and  defer  tnem  ^op.  3850-1),  Sen.  Johnson  urged 
consideration  of  S.  497  on  Wed.,  M^r.  27  ^p.  3853-4).  Sen.  Byrd  announced 
his  opposition  to  the  omnibus  puMic  works  \ill  and  urged  more  study  on  the 
matter,  pp.  3868-9 


9.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen.  Murray  presented  a  Mont,  Legislature  resolution  urging  an 
investigation  of  the  spread/between  the  price  pard  for  livestock  on  the  hoof 
and  that  paid  for  retail  l^ef  by  the  consumer.  p.\3841 


10.  COTTON.  The  Agriculture/and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 


S.  812,  to  freeze  the /price  supports  for  extra-long  strole  cotton  at  757o  of 
parity  (S.  Rept.  187)%  p.  3842  ^ 


11. 


FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES,  The  Agriculture  and  Fol^estry  Committee 
reported  withouy^amendment  S.  1314,  to  extend  the  Agricultui^  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  for  one  additional  year  to  inCTease  the 
authorizatioryTrom  $3  billion  to  $4  M.llion,  and  to  permit  bar^r  with  certain 
communist  d<^minated  countries  (S.  Rept.  188).  p,  3842 


12. 


INSECT  CON/ROL.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without 
amendmer>c  S.  1442,  to  aid  in  the  control  of  additional  plant  pests  (^  Rept. 
189).  3842 


/ 


13.  FORETS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

authorizing  this  Department  to  exchange  certain  lands  in  the  Apache  Nation) 

P. 


Fdrest,  N.  Mex.  (S.  Rept.  190). 
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House  of  Representatives 


Tuesday,  March  26,  1957 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chapin,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  off er^ the  following  prayer: 

Eternal  Goa\our  Heavenly  Father,  as 
we  continue  to  ^forth  into  the  hours  of 
this  new  day,  mW  we  be  humble  and 
heroic  in  spirit,  farb^iful  and  fruitful  in 
service. 

Deliver  our  minds  'Knd  hearts  from 
those  fear-ridden  cares\and  anxieties 
which  wear  us  down  an\  weaken  our 
morale. 

Help  us  to  realize  that,  e'^^  though 
life  today  has  in  it  many  hard^cts  and 
tense  experiences,  we  must  noK  allow 
them  to  undermine  our  faith. 

Give  us  the  guidance  of  Thy  spirit\nd 
may  we  follow  the  ways  which  Tnbu 
hast  marked  out  for  us  for  they  are  the 
ways  of  pleasantness  and  peace. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr.  Ast, 
one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  without  amendment 
a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  following  title : 

H.  R.  4939.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  cer¬ 
tain  property  of  the  United  States  located  in 
Juneau,  Alaska,  known  as  the  Juneau  Sub¬ 
port  of  Embarkation,  to  the  Territory  of 
Alaska. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  bills  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

H.  R.  1863.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
John  William  Brennan; 

H.  R.  2046.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Augusty 
J.  Strigga;  and 

H.  R.  3322.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  James 
Bostwick. 

The  message  also  announced  Ha^t  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  following  titles/ in  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  H<^e  is  re¬ 
quested  : 

S.  51.  An  act  for  the  rel^f  of  Mary  Barme 
and  her  two  minor  chll/fren,  Steran  Barme 
and  Dinah  Barme; 

S.  58.  An  act  for  relief  of  Duk  Chang 
Cho; 

S.  93.  An  act  relief  of  Dominic  Paul 

Steinhauser  (Hhroshi  Tsuruda) ; 

S.  123.  An  yn  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  James 
R.  Wongjy 

S.  127.  Aji  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna  Maria 
Cosentinp  and  Francesca  Maria  Cosentino; 

S.  33^  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  June  4, 
1920y^  amended,  providing  for  allotments 
of  lands  of  the  Crow  Tribe,  and  for  other 
purposes; 


S.  424.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Herbert 
James  Bramley: 

S.  530.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Shun  Wen 
Lung  (also  known  as  Van  Long  and  Van  S. 
Lung); 

S.  689.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Han  Hong 
Wang  and  An-Yin  Chen  Wang; 

S.  690.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Ching- 
Lin  Hsia  and  wife,  Wai  Tsung  Hsia; 

S.  696.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Alecos  Mar- 
kos  Karavasills  and  his  wife,  Steliani  Kara- 
vasilis; 

S.  701.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Karl  Elgil 
Engedal  Hansen  and  his  wife.  Else  Viola 
Agnethe  Hansen,  and  their  minor  child, 
Jessie  Engedal  Hansen;  , 

S.  718.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Erwin  Wie- 
denhofer; 

^  731.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Delio  A.  Loo  Murgas; 

S.  786.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Richard 
Rhen-Yang  Lin  and  his  wife,  Julia  Lam  Lin; 
S.  805.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Manuel 
juza  Novo; 

.  853.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pethi  Hep- 
cakil 

S.  lb98.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Stepher 
KusangsTao  Hsu;  / 

S.  1167\,An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  Niwi- 
clas  ChrisK^oulias;  / 

S.  1179.  a\  act  for  the  relief  of /Harold 
George  Jacks^;  and  / 

S.  J.  Res.  72.  Joint  resolution  tc/ftnplement 
further  the  act  oNJuly  15,  1946,  hy  approving 
the  signature  by  the  Secretarw^f  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  an  agreemeiH.  ameiKWng  the  Anglo- 
American  Financial  A^eepfent  of  December 
6,  1945. 


NATIONAL  INVITATI^  BASKET¬ 
BALL  TOURNiWklENT  CIMMPIONS 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  andNvas  given 
permission  ^extend  his  remai^  at  this 
point  in  ^e  Record.) 

Mr.  MJCHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 
like  t^ake  this  opportunity  to  callHhe 
attenUon  of  the  House  to  the  new  ris(-  call  of  the  House, 
timaal  invitation  basketball  tournament  A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

lampions,  the  Bradley  Braves,  of  \  The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 
^oi'ia,  Ill.  As  a  Bradley  alumnus,  I  am  ^wing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
particularly  proud  of  the  Braves’  most 
recent  achievement. 

In  winning  the  national  invitation 
tournament  at  Madison  Square  Garden 
in  New  York  last  Saturday,  the  Braves 
broke  5  records ;  most  points  in  1  game — 

116;  most  points  in  1  half — 72;  -most 
free  throws  in  1  game — 42;  most  points 
ing  3 -game  series — 294;  and,  in  addition, 
broke  the  all-time  garden  college  record 
for  points  scored  in  1  game — 116. 

The  Bradley  coach,  Mr.  Chuck  Ors- 
born,  now  in  his  first  year  as  varsity 
mentor,  is  to  be  congratulated  for  the 
excellent  manner  in  which  he  brought 
his  boys  along  during  the  season  and 
keyed  them  up  for  this  championship 
tournament.  Coach  Orsborn  was  him¬ 
self  a  star  forward  on  Bradley’s  first 
“famous  5’’  team  of  the  late  thirties 
which  won  third  place  in  the  first  NIT 
tournament  in  1938. 


The  individual  players  are  to  be  con¬ 
gratulated  singularly  for  having  con¬ 
ducted  themselves  as  gentlemern-  and 
good  sportsmen  at  all  times  both  dn  and 
off  the  court.  Theirs  was  a  truly  great 
team  effort,  as  every  man  on/£he  squad 
got  to  play  in  the  tournament  and  scored 
at  least  two  points. 

It  was,  I  am  sure,  a  gr^t  thrill  for  the 
boys  to  win  this  one  as^  is  the  fruition  of 
many  a  boyhood  dream  in  high  school  to 
someday  be  able  to'^^play  in  the  Garden 
in  a  championslw  tournament. 

With  All  Am^’ican  Barney  Cable,  who 
averaged  ov^'23  points  a  game,  leading 
the  way,  t^  other-  boys  who  brought 
honor  to^emselves  and  credit  to  Brad¬ 
ley  Unijfdi'Sity  are  :  Dick  Dhabalt,  Dave 
Emer^bn,  Gene  Herberger,  Curley  John¬ 
son, /Bobby  Jo  Mason,  Wes  Mason,  Joe 
BUly  McDade,  Shellie  McMillon,  Gene 
Morse,  John  Myers,  and  Charles  Sedg- 
■  wick. 

These  young  men,  in  this  most  recent 
National  Invitation  Tournament,  have 
undoubtedly  provided  for  the  millions  of 
courtside  and  television  spectators, 
some  of  the  greatest  moments  in  sports 
history.  Since  8  members  of  this 
fabulous  group  are  juniors  and  4  are 
sophomores,  even  greater  achievements 
can  be  expected  from  Coach  Chuck  Ors¬ 
born  and  his  Bradley  Braves  in  years  to 
come. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 


names: 

\ 

\ 

[Roll  No.  29] 

Ander^n, 

Diggs 

Moulder 

Mont\ 

Doyle 

Patman 

AndreseiiV 

Eberharter 

Pfost 

August  iK, 

Frelinghuysen 

Poage 

Aspinall  \ 

Grant 

Powell 

Bass.  N.  H. 

V  Green.  Pa. 

Prouty 

Blitch 

^Gregory 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Bowler 

Gwlnn' 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Boykin 

Hendersoh. 

Robeson,  Va. 

Brown.  Mo. 

Hillings 

Scherer 

Brownson 

Holtzlnan 

Teller 

Buckley 

Jacksoii 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Jones, 

McIntosh 

Tollefson 

Carrlgg 

Whitten 

Celler 

Davis,  Tenn. 
Dies 

McMillan  / 
Magnusou  V 
Meader  X 

Williams,  N,  Y. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempKre  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  On  this  rollcall  38\  Members 
have  answered  to  their  nam^  a  quo¬ 
rum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  furthe?ypro- 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispei^ed 
with. 
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COMMITTEE  ON  INTERIOR  AND 
INSULAR  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  EDM0ND;S0N.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  cohsent  that  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  have  permission  to  sit 
during  genei'al  debate  toda^x^ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempor^.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  be  limited  to  3  hours, 
one-half  to  be  controlled  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  and 
one-half  by  me. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with  Mr. 
PoRAND  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  25  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  pleased  to 
see  in  the  chair,  presiding  over  the  de¬ 
liberations  of  this  committee  today,  and 
perhaps  tomorrow,  the  other  half  of 
the  Rhode  Island  delegation,  my  col¬ 
league,  Aime  Porand.  I  am  sure,  with 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  in  the 
chair,  this  bill  will  pass  without  too 
much  difficulty. 

I  am  privileged  to  report  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  again  this  year  on  the  requests 
for  annual  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
related  agencies.  This  is  the  11th  year 
that  I  have  appeared  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  as  a  member  of  this  subcommittee. 
This  is  the  7th  year  that  I  have  appeared 
before  the  committee  as  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  to  present  the  bill 
prepared  by  the  subcommittee  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  full  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations. 

First,  I  want  to  thank  each  and  every 
member  of  the  subcommittee  for  the  fine 
support  and  cooperation  they  have 
shown  me  during  the  6  or  7  weeks  of 
hearings  that  have  been  held  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill.  We  worked  long  days,  meet¬ 
ing  at  10  o’clock  in  the  morning  and  go¬ 


ing  until  12:  15  or  12:  30,  coming  back  at 
1:30  and  continuing  until  4:30  or  5 
o’clock.  So  it  has  been  6  or  7  long  weeks 
of  work. 

On  my  side  of  the  aisle  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  LanhamI  is  serving 
his  third  year  on  this  subcommittee.  He 
has  certainly  been  a  stalwart  worker. 
The  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Den- 
;  ton]  is  serving  his  fifth  year  on  the  sub- 
i  committee.  He  certainly  knows  all  of 
*  the  problems  and  programs  of  the  agen¬ 
cies  we  have  under  discussion  this  after¬ 
noon. 

As  I  said  a  year  ago  and  2  years  ago, 
I  was  very  pleased  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber],  the  senior 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  on  the  Republican  side,  has 
seen  fit  to  act  as  the  ranking  member  of 
this  subcommittee,  and  I  have  enjoyed 
immensely  my  work  with  John  Taber. 

This  year  we  had  a  new  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Laird], 
who  worked  as  diligently  as  every  one 
of  the  other  members  of  the  committee. 
I  want  to  thank  him  for  his  help,  coop¬ 
eration,  and  attendance  at  these  meet¬ 
ings. 

Of  course  a  committee  such  as  we  have 
could  not  operate  unless  we  had  a  good 
right  arm,  and  that  right  ann  is  Robert 
Moyer,  who  has  been  the  clerk  of  this 
committee  through  both  administra¬ 
tions  now  for  6  years.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  committee  would  do,  and  I  am 
sure  I  do  not  know  what  I  would  do, 
unless  we  had  the  experienced  help  such 
as  Bob  Moyer  has  given  this  committee. 
Without  him  we  could  not  issue  the  re¬ 
port  we  have  given  you  this  afternoon. 

I  suppose  almost  every  subcommittee 
chairman  will  come  up  during  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  this  Congress  and  say  to  the 
House,  “This  is  a  most  difficult  appro¬ 
priation  bill  to  cut.’’  I  have  said  this  be¬ 
fore  on  many,  many  occasions,  and  I 
believe  it  is  true,  that  this  is  the  most 
difficult  appropriation  bill  to  cut  because 
it  deals  mainly  and  directly  with  the 
problems  of  human  beings.  Most  of  the 
huge  expenditures  carried  in  this  bill 
are  uncontrollable  by  the  appropriating 
committees  of  Congress  because  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House,  in  previous  Con¬ 
gresses,  have  by  your  votes  bound  us  in 
our  actions  as  far  as  appropriating  funds 
in  many  of  the  grant  areas. 

This  year  we  are  coming  to  you  with 
a  bill  carrying  a  total  figure  of  $2,862,- 
502,881.  In  1957,  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
we  are  now  operating,  there  was  appro¬ 
priated  $2,881,321,781.  The  total  carried 
in  the  bill  is  $18,818,900  below  what  is 
available  for  the  fiscal  year  1957.  The 
budget  the  President  requested  Congress 
to  enact  this  year  totaled  $2,981,277,581. 
We  have  allowed  this  year  $2,862,502,881, 
or  a  cut  in  the  President’s  budget  of 
about  $119  million. 

Of  this  amount  of  $2,800,000,000, 
almost  $2  billion  is  in  uncontrollable 
items  because  of  the  actions  of  past 
Congresses  in  voting  authorizations 
which  establish  what  amounts  to  abso¬ 
lute  requirements  for  appropriations. 

In  the  Labor  Department  the  grants  to 
the  States  amount  to  91  percent  of  the 
total  budget.  Only  9  percent  is  for  ad¬ 


ministration  of  the  grants  and  other  di¬ 
rect  operations. 

Also,  in  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  the  grants  to 
States,  institutions,  and  individuals 
amount  to  91  percent,  and  only  9  percent 
is  for  all  direct  operations.  Out  of  that 
9  percent,  714  percent  is  for  public 
health.  So  we  have,  in  effect,  only  an 
area  of  114  percent  of  this  budget  for 
health,  education,  and  welfare  where 
there  is  any  room  for  making  reductions. 

Let  me  remind  you  of  what  happened 
in  that  84th  Congress  by  a  majority  vote 
of  the  House  and  the  other  body  and 
with  the  approval  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

First.  You  remember  the  social  secur¬ 
ity  act  amendments  a  year  ago?  When 
that  bill  bassed,  it  passed  this  House  by 
an  overwhelming  majority.  During  our 
recent  hearings  one  of  the  members  of 
our  subcommittee  asked  Mr.  Schottland, 
the  head  of  the  Social  Security  Admin¬ 
istration,  “What  will  be  the  effect  of  the 
social  security  amendments  that  were 
voted  upon  last  year?”  His  answer  was 
“By  1960,  the  additional  cost  will  amount 
to  $1,700,000,000.”  So  when  you  voted 
for  these  social  security  amendments 
last  year,  you  were  voting  to  increase 
taxation  $1,700,000,000  in  addition  to 
what  we  had  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  social  security  amendments. 

Second.  Then  another  big  item  was 
the  new  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
You  know  that  that  passed  the  House  by 
an  overwhelming  majority. 

Third.  You  have  the  Health  Survey 
Act. 

Fourth.  The  Library  Services  Act. 

Fifth.  The  authorization  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Committee  on  Education  beyond 
the  high  school. 

Sixthr  The  national  library  of  medi¬ 
cine. 

Seventh.  The  health  research  facili¬ 
ties. 

Eighth.  Public  Law  911  whifch  took  in 
four  categories:  Graduate  training  of 
professional  public  health  personnel;  ad¬ 
vanced  training  of  professional  nurses; 
vocational  educational  for  practical 
nurses;  and  authorization  for  special 
projects  grants  in  the  field  of  mental 
health. 

Ninth.  The  Air  Pollution  Control  Act. 

That,  in  itself,  is  a  pretty  good  reason 
why  we  carry  some  increases  this  year. 
The  reason  we  are  showing  these  in¬ 
creases  is  because  the  majority  of  you 
men  and  women  here  today  voted  to  en¬ 
act  this  legislation  in  the  84th  Congress, 
and  we  are  following  out  as  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  appropriations,  and  the  full 
committee,  the  objectives  of  the  previous 
Congress  which  voted  overwhelmingly 
for  the  enactment  of  this  kind  of  legisla¬ 
tion. 

In  the  bill  itself,  the  first  part  is  the 
Department  of  Labor.  In  my  opinion, 
they  have  asked  us  for  very  conservg,tive 
appropriations.  One  of  the  questions 
generally  asked  is  on  personnel.  In  the 
Department  of  Labor,  the  current  em¬ 
ployment  as  of  the  end  of  February  was 
5,160.  The  positions  authorized  in  ap¬ 
propriations  for  1957  total  5,420.  The 
positions  requested  in  1958  were  5,710.'^ 
The  positions  in  the  1958  bill  that  we  are 
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considering  now  amount  to  5,533,  or  a 
decrease  of  157  from  the  President’s 
budget,  and  an  increase  of  133  over  1957. 
So,  as  far  as  the  increase  in  personnel  is 
concerned,  even  though  we  have  saddled 
these  administration  agencies  with  big¬ 
ger  and  bigger  programs  to  work  with 
by  our  votes  in  Congress,  we  have  cut 
their  requests  for  additional  personnel  by 
more  than  50  percent  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  did  the  gentleman 
say  the  total  increase  will  be? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  One  hundred  and 
thirty-three — and  we  cut  157. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  breakdown  as  to  the  grades? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  have  the 
grades  at  hand  but  we  have  them  in  the 
justifications,  and  they  are  in  the  hear¬ 
ings.  Every  position  was  justified  by 
grade  and  duties. 

Mr.  GROSS.  One  hundred  and  fifty- 
three  increase? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  One  hundred  and 
thirty-three  increase,  and  a  cut  of  157 
positions  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 

In  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  we  have  allowed  1,086 
more  positions  than  authorized  for  1957, 
And  we  have  decreased  their  request  by 
1,025  positions,  which  is  approximately 
a  50-percent  cut  in  the  increase  that 
they  asked  for  in  personnel  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  have 
a  breakdown  of  those  increases? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  will  get  you  the 
tables  as  soon  as  I  finish. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  hearings,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Mitchell,  was  our 
first  witness.  Even  though  he  is  a  Re¬ 
publican,  I  must  say  he  is  trying  to  do  a 
good  job.  I  know  all  of  you  will  not 
agree  with  that.  There  is  some  division 
of  opinion  between  Democrats  and  Re¬ 
publicans  and  between  labor  and  man¬ 
agement,  but  he  has  been  trying  to  do  a 
decent  job  for  all  segments  of  our  econ¬ 
omy,  and  I  think  he  should  be  com¬ 
mended.  I  did  ask  him,  “There  seems  to 
be  a  great  demand  from  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  from  people  all  over  the  coun¬ 
try  to  cut  the  budget  that  we  have  before 
us.  Now  is  there  any  place  in  this  pro¬ 
posed  budget  that  you  are  here  justifying 
as  far  as  the  Department  of  Labor  is 
concerned,  that  we  can  cut  a  position  or 
one  dime  from?” 

His  answer  was;  “No;  I  don’t  believe  it 
should  be  cut.”  He  indicated  further 
that  they  are  doing  the  job  that  Congress 
has  asked  them  to  do.  Many  of  the 
things  that  they  are  required  to  do,  they 
are  required  to  do  because  you  people 
voted  for  these  programs  during  the  last 
couple  of  years  in  the  84th  Congress. 
Many  of  you  I  know  in  the  last  election 
were  going  around  bragging  about  what 
you  had  done  for  the  laboring  people  of 
this  country.  If  you  want  to  continue  to 
brag,  we  solicit  your  support  today  to 
stand  by  that  pledge  and  support  the 
budget  requested  by  your  administra¬ 
tion  with  the  adjustments  made  by  the 
committee. 


Mr.  Folsom,  the  Secretary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  appeared  before  our  committee, 
and  I  think  that  he,  too,  is  doing  an  ex¬ 
cellent  job  as  a  member  of  the  Cabinet. 
There  may  be  some  division  of  opinion 
among  some  of  you  because  you  may 
think  he  is  too  liberal.  I  do  not  think  he 
is  asking  enough.  I  think  he  should 
have  asked  for  more.  And  I  think  in 
some  areas  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  did  not  ask 
for  enough.  As  far  as  Mr.  Folsom  is 
concerned,  I  think  he  could  spend  more 
money  than  he  is  asking  for  which  would 
save  the  taxpayers  many  thousands  of 
dollars  in  return — not  only  dollars  but 
lives. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  We  must  realize  that 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has 
a  very  difficult  task  before  him  in  the 
presentation  of  this  particular  bill  due 
to  the  human  interest  features  in  it. 
Referring,  though,  to  this  problem  of 
personnel,  I  note  that  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
their  actual  employment  on  the  last  day 
of  last  month,  that  is,  February  28,  was 
28,041  employees.  In  the  authorization 
for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  where  substan¬ 
tial  increases  were  made,  the  Congress 
allowed  for  the  employment  of  30,994. 
There  is  a  difference  there  of  2,953  em¬ 
ployees  which  *the  Department  has  been 
unable  to  employ.  Yet  this  bill,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  2,953  that  have  been  author¬ 
ized  but  have  not  been  hired,  raises  the 
employment  another  1,086  employees. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right  and 
mainly  because  the  new  programs  that 
you  and  I,  or  the  majority  of  us,  voted 
for  a  year  ago  did  not  get  started 
until  just  a  few  months  before  the  28th 
of  February.  They  are  still  recruiting 
personnel  to  man  these  jobs  that  have 
been  given  to  them  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  and  by  your  President 
and  mine.  In  some  of  these  areas  we 
were  critical  in  our  report  because  they 
have  moved  so  slowly.  We  thing  they 
should  have  moved  faster  in  many  areas. 
One  of  the  difficulties  they  have,  of 
course,  especially  in  the  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation,  is  the  matter  of  salaries.  It  is 
difficult  to  attract  good  men  at  the  sal¬ 
aries  that  the  Government  offers  in  some 
of  these  specialized  fields,  especially  in 
the  fields  of  science,  medicine,  and  edu¬ 
cation.  That  is  one  of  the  things  that 
has  been  holding  them  up,  but  we  ex¬ 
pect  by  June  30  with  the  amount  that 
we  authorized  for  1957  they  will  have 
on  the  rolls  at  that  time  the  full  number 
authorized;  so  the  actual  increase  for 
1958  will  be  just  what  this  table  shows, 
1,086. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  wonder  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
would  inform  the  committee  as  to  the 
number  of  job  increases  in  these  two  de¬ 
partments  which  were  included  in  the 
1957  appropriations  over  1956? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  have  those 
figures  before  me  but  I  will  get  them  for 
the  gentleman  in  just  a  few  minutes.  In 
9  times  out  of  10  these  increases  are  due 
to  the  action  we  took  as  Members  of  Con¬ 
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gress  when  we  passed  additional  legisla¬ 
tion.  Let  us  not  forget  that.  When  I 
voted  for  the  social-secm'ity  amendments 
last  year  I  voted  for  them  with  the  full 
knowledge  it  was  going  to  cost  a  lot 
more  money.  I  knew  that  at  the  time. 
There  is  no  reason  in  the  world  for  any 
of  us  to  say,  “I  did  not  realize  it  was 
going  to  cost  this  amount  of  money  when 
we  voted  these  authorizations.” 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  the  gentleman  speak¬ 
ing  of  administi-ative  costs  with  respect 
to  social  security? 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  I  am  talking  about 
the  increased  Federal  matching  provi¬ 
sions  for  public  assistance,  the  liberal¬ 
izing  amendments  as  far  as  disability, 
children,  reducing  the  retirement  age  for 
women,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  not  the  social-secu¬ 
rity  program  a  self-supporting  program? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  is  supposed  to  be, 
but  it  is  all  paid  from  taxes  of  one  kind 
or  another.  We  are  taking  in  about 
$71/2  billion  a  year  and  paying  out  $7 
billion  in  social-security  benefits  at  this 
time. 

Now,  if  I  may  run  down  through  some 
of  the  programs  in  the  Department  of 
Labor.  We  have  been  a  little  bit  critical 
of  the  Department  of  Labor  for  not  doing 
more  regarding  the  matter  of  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  older  workers  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  As  many  of  you  know,  when  a  per¬ 
son  reaches  the  age  of  45  he  often  finds 
it  impossible  to  get  another  job.  We 
have  spent  nearly  two  hundred  thousand 
dollars  doing  research  in  this  field  in  the 
last  two  years.  Now  the  Department  of 
Labor  has  come  up  with  a  set  of  pam¬ 
phlets  that  they  think  wiil  help  in  in¬ 
ducing  employers  to  hire  men  over  the 
age  of  45.  We  did  not  think  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  had  gone  far  enough 
in  this  field.  In  our  repoi’t  this  year  we 
said  : 

The  committee  hopes  that  the  so-called 
action  programs  planned  for  next  year  will 
speed  up  progress  In  this  field. 

That  is  one  program,  I  am  sure,  that 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  could  spend  much 
more  money  in  if  he  had  it  available  to 
him,  and  it  would  do  a  world  of  good  for 
the  older  people  we  are  always  talking 
about. 

In  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  while 
we  cut  the  request  $109,000,  we  allowed 
$50,000  for  a  non-recurring  rent  item;  an 
increase  of  $30,000  for  international  la¬ 
bor  affairs,  and  approximately  $80,000 
for  other  activities  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretai-y  that  go  along  with  these  in¬ 
creased  programs  we  have  enacted  into 
law. 

In  the  Solicitor’s  office  there  is  a  min¬ 
imum  increase  of  about  $20,000. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  we 
cut  their  request  about  in  half. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Veterans  Reemploy¬ 
ment  Rights,  they  come  in  with  a  sizable 
increase  of  about  $159,000,  and  we  gave 
them  the  entire  amount  that  they  asked 
for,  because  that  is  the  only  agency  in 
the  Government  today  where  the  veteran 
has  any  special  rights,  and  where  any 
man  going  into  the  service  today  will 
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have  his  job  guaranteed  to  him  when  he 
returns  home.  Because  of  the  expanded 
Ready  Reserve  program,  which  will  add 
very  considerably  to  their  work,  we  have 
allowed  the  full  amount  of  increase  of 
$159,000.  I  believe  that  this  increase 
is  fully  justified  and  I  cannot  imagine 
any  Member  of  this  body  failing  to  sup¬ 
port  this  item.  To  do  so,  in  my  opinion, 
would  be  to  renege  on  the  responsibility 
w'hich  we  have  to  the  veterans  of  this 
country. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice  there 
was  a  new  item  requested,  which  caused 
some  concern  among  the  Members  of 
the  Congress  because  there  is  some  con¬ 
troversy  between  the  vocationai-educa- 
tion  people  and  apprenticeship  and 
training  advocates.  So  we  took  off  the 
“and  training”  part  and  eliminated 
$340,000  that  this  new  program  would 
cost  and  kept  it  at  the  same  level  as 
1957.  We  said  in  our  report  that  we  do 
not  find  fault  with  the  program,  but  be¬ 
cause  of  the  confusion  that  exists  on  a 
local  level  in  the  States  between  the 
vocational  people  and  the  Bureau  of  Ap¬ 
prenticeship  and  Training,  we  have  de¬ 
ferred  this  item.  If  they  straighten  out 
their  differences  and  the  item  is  included 
by  the  Senate,  we  will  then  consider  it 
in  conference. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity,  we  have  allowed  a  small  increase. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Employees  Compen¬ 
sation,  we  allowed  a  sizable  increase 
to  decentralize  the  work  of  the  Bureau. 
As  a  result  of  4  years’  experience  with 
one  field  office  at  San  Francisco  we 
found  that  it  works  very  well.  Process¬ 
ing  claims  has  been  speeded  up,  and  the 
people  who  have  been  injured  are  get¬ 
ting  better  service  and  do  not  have  to 
wait  so  long  for  benefits  So  we  have 
adopted  their  recommendation  of  estab¬ 
lishing  field  offices  in  Boston,  New  York, 
and  Chicago  to  further  decentralize. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  we 
cut  the  requested  increase  about  in  half. 

In  the  Women’s  Bureau  they  asked  for 
a  little  increase  to  hire  four  more  people, 
and  we  have  allowed  for  that. 

In  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division  we 
have  allowed  what  they  asked  for,  which 
is  not  any  increase  in  personnel. 

In  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  we  have  continued  the 
programs  at  about  the  same  level  except 
for  programs  where  there  has  been  an 
expansion  required  by  basic  legislation 
voted  by  Congress. 

Under  the  last  Democratic  adminis¬ 
tration  this  committee  made  recommen¬ 
dations  that  went  over  the  President’s 
budget  for  many  programs,  especially 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  and 
the  Congress  approved  it  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  adopted  these  expanded 
programs  because  they  felt  that  the 
majority  of  Congress  wanted  them 
adopted. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  from  what  the  gentleman  is 
saying,  that  having  authorized  all  these 
activities,  now  we  have  to  pay  for  them. 

Mr.  FOG.^TY.  Either  pay  for  them 
or  break  faith  with  the  States,  commu¬ 


nities,  and  institutions,  and  the  people, 
that  are  acting  and  have  put  up  money 
to  meet  their  share  of  the  cost  of  these 
programs. 

Mr.  HOPFMAN.  "l^Tell,  what  about 
some  where  we  have  no  made  any  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  States.  There  are  some, 
are  there  not?  There  are  such  items 
in  here. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  No.  If  there  are,  I 
do  not  know  of  any. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Do  the  States  have 
a  part  in  everything  carried  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  law  allows  them 
to  take  part  if,  by  an  act  of  their  own 
legislature,  they  put  up  matching  funds 
required  to  take  part  in  these  grant  pro¬ 
grams.  If  a  State  decides  not  to,  for 
instance,  if  the  legislature  in  the  State 
of  Michigan  decides  not  to  take  part  in 
the  new  library  service  program,  they  do 
not  have  to  take  part  and  will  not  have 
to  put  up  any  money  and  any  Federal 
money  earmarked  for  Michigan  will  re¬ 
vert  to  the  Treasury. 

Mri  HOFFMAN.  But  we  are  in  a  posi¬ 
tion,  then,  that  if  the  States  do  go  along, 
by  our  previous  action  we  have  commit¬ 
ted  ourselves  to  a  program  that  is  going 
to  cost  more  money. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Positively. 

Mr.  HOmVIAN.  And  there  is  no  use 
talking  about  cutting  the  budget,  is 
there? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  know  how 
you  can  cut  some  of  those  items.  When 
you  pass  a  bill  that  provides  Federal 
assistance  to  federally  impacted  school 
areas,  for  instance,  and  establish  a  for¬ 
mula  for  entitlements,  I  do  not  know 
what  can  be  done  except  to  appropriate 
the  money.  If  they  meet  that  formula 
we  have  nO  alternative  than  to  grant  the 
amount  of  funds  that  the  formula  calls 
for.  Of  course,  you  can  do  one  other 
thing;  you  can  repeal  some  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  that  has  been  enacted  if  you  want 
to  reduce  Government  expenditures. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  understood  the 
gentleman  to  say,  if  we  did  that,  we 
would  be  breaking  faith  with  the  States 
which  decided  to  go  along. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Not  by  repealing  the 
legislation,  because  we  would  give  them 
due  notice  when  the  legislation  was  re¬ 
pealed.  I  am  not  recommending  that, 
because  I  do  not  think  some  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  go  far  enough,  but  that  is  the  way 
to  do  it  if  you  want  to  cut  expenditures. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  What  does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  mean  by  not  having  gone  far 
enough? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  some  of  these 
areas  I  think  they  ought  to  be  given 
more  money  than  they  are  asking  for  if 
they  are  to  do  the  job  we  expect  of  them. 
I  do  not  think  they  have  asked  for  enough 
in  many  areas.  I  think  we  could  save 
the  Federal  Government  money  in  the 
long  run  if  we  gave  them  more  money 
to  operate  with  in  many  instances. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chan-man,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  With  reference  to  the 
activity  having  to  do  with  the  health  of 
the  Indians,  I  note  that  Dr.  Shaw  who 
is  the  head  of  this  program  and  also  was 
when  it  was  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior — I  suppose  he  was  on  loan,  by 


the  way — in  his  testimony  was  very  crit¬ 
ical  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
I  note  also  that  the  increase  from  1953 
in  that  particular  activity  has  been  from 
$21  million  to  $40  million.  What  addi¬ 
tional  facilities  is  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  now  sup¬ 
plying  to  the  Indians  that  the  Indian 
Bureau  was  not  supplying  at  the  time 
they  took  it  over? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Let  me  say  first  that 
the  Public  Health  Service  did  not  ask 
for  this  additional  responsibility. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  realize  that. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not.know  whose 
idea  it  was,  but  it  is  something  they  did 
not  ask  for.  Knowing  the  Public  Health 
Service  as  we  do,  and  knowing  it  to  be 
a  good  Service,  when  they  assumed  that 
responsibility  we  said,  “As  long  as  you 
have  this  responsibility  now  we  want 
you  to  go  in,  make  a  survey^then  come 
back  and  tell  us  exactly  what  is  needed. 
We  are  going  to  give  you  the  money  to  do 
a  good  job  because  we  have  received  com¬ 
plaints  that  not  much  was  being  done  to 
improve  the  health  of  the  Indians  on 
these  reservations.” 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  further. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  it  is  the  thought  of  the  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  people  to  extend 
these  services  to  Indians  off  reservations. 
If  so,  I  think  they  would  get  into  deep 
water  and  instead  of  a  program  costing 
$40  million  a  year,  it  will  become  a  $400 
million  program.  Would  the  gentleman 
care  to  enlighten  me  on  that? 

Ml*.  FOGARTY.  I  cannot  give  the 
gentleman  a  good  answer  to  that  because 
I  do  not  know  for  sure  what  they  are 
thinking  about,  but  they  have  presented 
no  program  to  the  committee  regarding 
services  for  Indians  not  oh  reservations. 

Mr.  HALEY.  That  is  what  is  worry¬ 
ing  me,  because  if  it  is  the  intention  of 
the  Federal  Government  through  the 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare  Depart¬ 
ment  to  go  into  that  field,  it  is  picking 
up  a  health  problem  that  should  belong 
to  the  State. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  far  as  I  know,  that 
is  not  the  intention,  and  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman  that  the  program  should 
not  be  so  expanded. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
does  not  misunderstand  me.  I  am  not 
opposed  to  providing  them  with  good 
services  on  the  reservations,  but  I  would 
certainly  like  to  know  where  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  going. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  it  is  a  good 
question,  and  I  think  we  are  in  agree¬ 
ment  on  this  subject.  As  far  as  I  do 
know,  that  is  not  the  intention  of  the 
Public  Health  Service.  As  far  as  the 
committee  is  concerned,  since  the  Public 
Health  Service  is  charged  with  this  re¬ 
sponsibility  we  want  to  give  them  the 
tools  with  which  to  do  a  decent  job. 

We  found  they  wanted  to  build  2  or  3 
hospitals  in  the  Southwest,  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico  and  Arizona,  but  the  administration 
has  said  those  hospitals  are  not  going  to 
be  built  until  they  get  inflation  under 
control.  We  think  they  ought  to  be  built. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  As  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee  which  heard  the  testi¬ 
mony  on  this  appropriation  bill,  I  want 
to  express  my  appreciation  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  chairman  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  I  Mr.  Fogarty]  conducted  those 
hearings.  He  had  a  detailed  knowledge 
of  all  the  affairs  of  the  departments  that 
came  before  this  committee.  He  was 
painstaking;  he  was  patient.  I  felt  that 
he  was  anxious  to  cut  out  waste,  inelS- 
ciency  and  extravagance  wherever  pos¬ 
sible,  and  at  the  same  time  to  avoid  im¬ 
pairing  the  essential  functions  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

A  really  outstanding  work  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  I  Mr.  Fo¬ 
garty]  has  been  his  effort  in  behalf  of 
retarded  children.  They  had  been  for¬ 
gotten  and  nothing  was  being  done  for 
them.  Then  our  chairman  undertook  a 
program.  He  inaugurated  a  program  of 
education  and  of.  research  in  the  neuro¬ 
logical  division  of  'the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health.  Now  a  real  program  has 
been  worked  out  for  the  fuller  develop¬ 
ment  of  retarded  children. 

The  work  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  in  behalf  of 
public  health  and  medical  research  al¬ 
ready  is  legend.  It  will  be  remembered 
after  many  of  us  are  long  gone. 

I  am  sorry  we  did  not  go  as  far  in  this 
bill  as  I  think  we  should  have  gone  in 
some  respects.  Because  of  the  research 
work  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
blindness  has  been  reduced  40  percent. 
I  am  soriT  that  we  did  not  do  something 
to  promote  more  research  into  hearing 
disorders  and  deafness.  I  wish  a  $1  mil¬ 
lion  sum  had  been  recommended  for 
that  purpose. 

We  do  not  know  just  how  many  people 
there  are  who  suffer  from  deafness  and 
hearing  difficulties.  But  we  know  there 
are  a  great  many.  Almost  nothing  has 
been  done  in  the  way  of  research  on  this 
subject.  We  did  transfer  I  think  about 
$600,000  to  be  used  for  that  purpose. 

Another  think  I  am  soiry  we  did  not 
go  ahead  with  is  the  chemotherapy  pro¬ 
gram  in  search  of  a  possible  cancer  cure 
there.  There  will  be  5  or  6  million  dol¬ 
lars  of  cancer-research  funds  left  over 
at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year.  The  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  had  made  arrange¬ 
ments  with  the  phannaceutical  com¬ 
panies  to  carry  out  research  in  the  use 
of  drugs  for  treating  cancer.  I  think 
this  program  was  really  getting  some¬ 
where.  But  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  were  unable  to  get  appi’oval  from 
higher  authorities  for  the  form  of  con¬ 
tracts  to  be  used  for  this  work.  These 
left-over  funds  will  now  revert  to  the 
Treasury.  I  wish  we  could  have  reap¬ 
propriated  this  money  for  that  program 
instead  of  permitting  it  to  revert. 

Again  I  want  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  the  chairman  for  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  conducted  these  hearings. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

I  should  like  now  to  proceed  with  my 
statement.  We  did  find  criticism  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  with  regard  to  their  program  on 


problems  of  the  aging.  That  Is  a  prob¬ 
lem  that  is  coming  upon  us  and  not 
enough  is  being  done  about  it.  We  have 
been  critical  of  the  lack  of  enthusiasm 
for  developing  a  program  now  for  some 
years.  I  remember  when  Oscar  Ewing 
was  the  Administrator  we  criticized  him 
for  not  doing  more  in  this  field,  and  we 
have  more  critical  comment  regarding 
the  present  administration. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Ml’.  FOGARTY.  In  just  a  moment. 

I  would  like  to  finish  this  statement. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  make  a  point  of  order,  then. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Go  ahead  and  make 
it. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  two  Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chainpan,  I  will 
be  very  happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  when  I  complete  my 
statement.  But  I  insist  that  no  man 
will  succeed  in  getting  me  to  yield  this 
floor  through  the  use  of  threats.  I 
never  have  succumbed  to  a  threatening- 
statement  and  r  hope  I  never  will. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  in  the  constraction 
program  we  found  some  criticism  too, 
because  we  believe  that  some  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  construction  could  save  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  a  lot  of  money.  We 
have  been  attempting  to  get  a  new  build¬ 
ing  for  the  old-age  and  sumvors’  insur¬ 
ance  program  in  Baltimore  now  for 
years.  That  building,  they  tell  us,  will 
save  a  million  dollars  a  year.  As  long 
as  the  construction  of  that  building  is 
held  up,  it  will  cost  the  fund  $1  million 
a  year.  We  have  been  trying  to  get  a 
building  for  the  Conununicable  Disease 
Center  built  in  Atlanta,  Ga.,  that  would 
house  different  components  of  this 
agency  under  one  roof,  which  would 
save  the  Federal  Government  money. 
But,  because  the  administration  chose 
to  get  it  under  this  lease-purchase  idea, 
that  building  has  not  been  started.  We 
thought  last  year  we  made  provisions  to 
build  a  dental  research  building  at 
Bethesda,  but  because  of  the  policy  of 
the  administration,  funds  for  that  build¬ 
ing  have  been  deleted.  We  gave  ap¬ 
proval  a  year  ago  to  build  an  adminis¬ 
tration  building  for  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health  at  Bethesda,  but  because 
of  the  same  policy,  that  building  has 
been  deferred  and  they  have  forced  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  to  go  out  and  hire  space  that 
they  so  badly  need  at  this  time.  We 
think  the  building  progi’am  has  been  veiy 
poorly  handled,  indeed. 

With  reference  to  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  we  gave  them  just  what 
they  asked  for — not  as  much  as  the  Cit¬ 
izens  Advisory  Committee  recommended 
a  couple  of  years  ago,  but  we  gave  them 
everything  they  asked  for. 

With  reference  to  Gallaudet  Hospital, 
we  are  living  up  to  the  agreement  with 
Gallaudet  College  making  that  college  of 
first-class  rank. 

Howard  University  has  been  given  a 
little  cut.  They  asked  for  $800,000  more 


this  year  for  salaries  and  expenses  and 
we  allowed  them  $500,000,  which  we 
thought  was  a  fair  increase.  We  also 
are  giving  them  something  that  they 
have  been  requesting  for  4  or  5  years 
now — $150,000  to  plan  2  new  buildings. 

In  the  Office  of  Education,  we  allowed 
the  full  amount  for  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  except  for  Guam  and  the  new  fish¬ 
eries  program.  The  only  place  in  the 
budget  that  we  went  over  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  figures  was  on  the  grants  for 
library  sei-vices.  The  Department  asked 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  $5  million 
for  library  services.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  allowed  $3  million  and  this  com¬ 
mittee  is  recommending  $5  million.  The 
authorization  approved  by  this  House 
and  signed  by  the  President  is  $7,500,000. 

On  the  payments  to  school  districts 
and  assistance  on  school  construction  in 
federally  impacted  areas,  we  gave  just 
what  they  asked  for. 

On  salaries  and  expenses,  we  cut  them 
in  the  Department  of  Education  $500,- 
000.  We  asked  the  Department  of  Edu¬ 
cation  to  come  up  with  a  program  next 
year  that  will  help  in  better  educational 
opportunities  for  the  1,500,000  or  2  mil¬ 
lion  children  who  have  speech  or  hear¬ 
ing  defects. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  In  the  re¬ 
port  on  page  17,  on  the  construction  of 
Indian  health  facilities,  I  find  this 
language : 

Available  for  construction  of  Indian  health 
facilities  during  the  fiscal  year  1956,  $5,- 
535,000. 

What  Indian  health  facilities  does 
that  refer  to? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Where  is  that  in  the 
report? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  On  page 
17  of  the  report,  the  second  line,  “avail¬ 
able  for  construction  of  Indian  health 
facilities  during  the  fiscal  year,  1956.” 

I  am  wondering  what  the  Indian 
health  facilities  are  that  are  referred  to. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  are  dwellings 
to  accommodate  some  of  the  public 
health  personnel  who  are  working  with 
the  Indians,  small  clinic  buildings  and 
that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Does  that 
deal  with  sanitary  facilities,  waterworks, 
and  so  forth? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No  not  sanitary 
facilities. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Is  there 
some  appropriation  here  for  sanitary 
facilities,  such  as  sewage  disposal  plants, 
and  water  plants  of  some  kind? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  here  for  that. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  They  have 
been  before  a  subcommittee,  of  which 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Haley]  is  chairman,  asking  for  an 
authorization  to  construct  and  maintain 
sewage  disposal  plants. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  bill  for  that. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  mentioned  grants  for  library 
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sei*vice.  On  what  basis  does  the  com¬ 
mittee  justify  going  above  the  budget 
figure?  I  ask  that  particularly  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  recently  the  House 
passed  a  resolution  calling  upon  the 
President  to  tell  us  where  we  could  cut 
the  budget  further  because  the  budget 
was  too  high.  In  this  instance  we  are 
going  over  what  the  President  recom¬ 
mended. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  increased  that 
item  because  the  Congress  last  year  over¬ 
whelmingly  voted  for  this  library  service 
bill.  We  laid  down  a  certain  formula  for 
providing  Federal  funds  that  the  States 
could  match,  by  enacting  legislation  in 
their  own  States.  We  were  told  that 
some  thirty-odd  States  had  taken  action, 
and  that  by  next  fiscal  year  the  States 
will  have  put  up  enough  money  to  use  $6 
million  instead  of  $5  million. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  As  I  un¬ 
derstood  the  bill  that  was  passed  last 
year — I  was  against  it,  but  it  was  passed, 
as  the  gentleman  said,  overwhelmingly — 
but  as  I  recall  we  provided  for  about  $7 
million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  $7,500,000. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Now  you 
are  saying  that  if  all  of  the  States  do 
everything  that  it  is  possible  for  them  to 
do,  it  is  anticipated  they  will  match 
about  $6  million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Six  million,  on  the 
basis  of  current  estimates. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Yet  you 
are  going  to  give  them  only  $5  million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Let  me  tell  the  gen¬ 
tleman — 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Why  do 
we  pick  out  that  place  to  make  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $1  million? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  authorization  is 
$7,500,000.  The  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  asked  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  for  $5  million.  Some 
of  us  were  trying  to  get  this  raised  in 
committee.  We  tried  to  get  $6  million. 
Five  million  dollars  was  a  compromise  in 
the  committee  between  the  $6  million 
and  the  $3  million  requested  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  How  does 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  justify  $3  mil¬ 
lion? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  cannot  tell  you. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  confused 
me  on  many  occasions.  I  just  cannot 
answer  you. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Did  any¬ 
body  attempt  to  justify  the  $3  million 
figure? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes.  The  Office  of 
Education  witnesses.  They  had  no  other 
choice  but  to  justify  what  was  in  the 
budget,  because  they  are  under  those 
restrictions. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  commend  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  its  chairman.  Representative 
Fogarty,  for  making  the  library  appro¬ 
priation  the  only  item  that  was  raised 
above  the  budget  and  upon  providing 
these  additional  funds.  As  a  result  of 
our  authorization  bill  last  year  some 
States  enacted  legislation  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  this  Federal  assistance.  My 
State  was  one  of  them.  In  a  way  it  was 


our  moral  obligation  after  the  States  had 
passed  laws  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
Federal  law.  I  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  committee  and  hope  the  House 
will  support  the  committee  figure  for 
libraries. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  remarks.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  When  I 
rose  a  little  while  ago  I  had  in  mind  ask¬ 
ing  the  gentleman  for  a  little  informa¬ 
tion.  The  matter  I  have  in  mind  is  not 
a  vital  matter,  but  it  is  something  that 
I  would  like  to  have  the  gentleman  clear 
up.  That  is  this  item  of  salaries  and 
expenses  in  the  Public  Health  Service, 
where  you  have  increased  it  by  $69,000. 

Why  have  salaries  been  increased  when 
salaries  generally  are  reduced?  That  is, 
the  salary  account  generally  in  the  bill 
has  been  reduced.  Why  do  you  increase 
that  $69,000? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Which  appropria¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  On  page 
37  of  the  report. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Salaries  and  expenses 
for  hospital  construction  services,  is  that 
what  the  gentleman  is  referring  to? 
That  is  just  for  increases  in  mandatory 
costs. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  It  is  man¬ 
datory  increases  only? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  that  they 
should  have  more  personnel  in  that  divi¬ 
sion  to  do  a  better  job  in  connection  with 
this  hospital  construction  program.  As 
the  gentleman  knows,  his  State  has  been 
one  of  the  States  that  has  taken  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  Hill-Burton  Hospital 
Construction  Act.  In  order  to  keep  it 
going  in  the  right  way  we  have  to  have 
good  administration. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  IMr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

^Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  am  in¬ 
terested  in  keeping  down  expenditures 
where  we  can  keep  them  down  properly. 
The  gentleman  said  that  is  a  mandatory 
increase? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  is  no  increase 
for  personnel.  It  is  a  mandatoi-y  in¬ 
crease. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Why  was  the  request 
for  $21/2  million  disaliowed? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  was  disallowed  on 
the  basis  that  it  was  a  new  program  that 
added  to  Federal  expenditures.  Even 
though  it  was  authorized  by  the  Congress 
last  year  in  the  social  security  amend¬ 
ments,  it  was  a  new  program  and  that 
was  one  of  the  areas  that  had  less  appeal 
than  some  of  the  others. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  A  program  as  com¬ 
prehensive  as  this  and  a  program  involv¬ 
ing  this  much  money  to  be  spent  should 
have  trained  personnel  to  be  used  in  the 
administration  of  the  program? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  happen  to  agree 
with  the  gentleman,  but  the  majority  did 
not  agree  with  us.  As  a  result  we  have 
that  $2^2  million  cut. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  I  regret  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  authorize  that  amount. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  have  taken  more 
time  than  I  expected  so  I  will  just  briefly 
mention  the  remaining  items  in  the  bill. 

In  connection  with  vocational  re¬ 
habilitation  we  have  allowed  the  full 
amount  requested.  In  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  we  cut  $115,000  and  provided  that 
all  of  the  increase  be  utilized  in  the  field 
offices. 

In  connection  with  the  Public  Health 
Service,  the  appropriation  recommended 
for  “Assistance  to  States,  general”  is  a 
reduction  of  $5  million  from  the  request, 
but  is  an  increase  of  $2  million  over  1957. 

The  amounts  recommended  for  grants 
to  Alaska,  venereal  disease  control  and 
tuberculosis,  are  the  same  as  the  re¬ 
quests.  For  commimicable  disease  con¬ 
trol  we  cut  $60,000. 

For  “sanitary  engineering  activities” 
we  cut  $423,000  from  their  request  and 
allowed  an  increase  of  $3,640,000  over 
1957.  The  increase  is  made  necessary  by 
the  new  legislation  of  the  last  Congress. 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction  is  $50  million,  the  same  as  last 
year. 

The  hospital  construction  program  in 
total  is  what  they  asked  for. 

For  United  States  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  hospitals  and  medical  care  we  show 
an  increase  because  of  the  deplorable 
condition  that  exists  in  those  hospitals 
at  this  time.  We  feel  that  patients 
should  get  first  class  attention  in  these 
hospitals. 

Indian  health  activities  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  earlier. 

Now,  referring  to  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health.  We  made  one  change 
in  their  request  this  year.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  asked  for  funds  to  increase  allow¬ 
ance  to  the  universities  and  institutions 
receiving  research  grants  from  15  to  25 
percent.  We  have  denied  that  increase 
from  15  to  25  percent  on  the  basis  that 
it  was  only  2  years  ago  that  we  raised 
that  allowance  from  8  to  15  percent.  We 
did  not  reduce  the  amount  of  money  re¬ 
quested  for  this,  which  was  $6  million 
plus,  and  have  made  this  amount  avail¬ 
able  to  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
for  further  research  above  what  was 
budgeted  for.  We  did  earmark  the 
amount  that  would  have  been  used  for 
increased  overhead  allowances  in  the 
field  of  cancer,  or  $1,616,000,  to  enter  into 
contracts  with  pharmaceutical  houses 
to  test  the  thousands  of  chemical  com¬ 
pounds  they  have  lying  on  the  shelves- 
for  anticancer  properties. 

In  the  field  of  neurology,  $620,000  was 
budgeted  for  increased  overhead  allow¬ 
ances.  We  have  earmarked  that  to  be 
expended  in  a  program  of  research  into 
the  problem  of  children  with  hearing 
and  speech  defects.  Those  are  the  two 
main  changes  as  far  as  the  Institutes  of 
Health  are  concerned.  And,  inciden¬ 
tally,  I  had  expected  to  speak  in  much 
more  detail  on  this  today  but  I  have 
yielded  to  Members  rather  freely  and  am 
running  out  of  time  so  I  shall  mention 
more  about  this  important  program  for 
speech  and  hearing  defects  tomorrow. 

St.  Elizabeths  Hospital — we  cut  out  all 
of  the  increase  in  personnel  that  they 
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asked  for  but  allowed  in  full  for  all  man¬ 
datory  increases. 

We  gave  ttj^e  Bm'eau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors’  Insurance  practically  what 
they  asked  for. 

We  reduced  the  figure  of  $1,679,000,000 
for  public  assistance  grants  to  $1,600,- 
000,000  for  reasons  set  forth  in  the  re¬ 
port.  If  the  actual  requirements  are 
more  than  we  have  allowed,  then  under 
the  law  we  have  to  meet  them,  unless  you 
change  the  law. 

We  have  reduced  the  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  Children’^  Bureau  by 
$154,000,  and  have  given  them  what  they 
asked  for  in  grants  to  States. 

In  ^the  Office  of  the  Secretaiy,  he 
asked  for  a  sizable  increase,  and  we  gave 
about  half  of  what  was  requested. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  there  are 
others  who  want  to  speak  on  the  bill. 

I  have  yielded  to  everybody  who  has 
asked  me  to  yield  and  as  a  result  have 
taken  quite  a  bit  of  time,  but  I  want 
to  make  one  closing  remark.  I  think 
you  will  agree  with  me  that  when  we 
are  dealing  with  human  beings  as  we 
are  in  this  particular  bill,  it  is  a  most 
difficult  one  to  cut.  I  am  not  satisfied 
with  it,  and  the  reason  I  am  not  satis¬ 
fied  with  it  is  because  I  do  not  think  we 
go  far  enough  in  some  of  these  fields. 

I  think  we  could  expend  more  money 
in  research  on  many  of  these  diseases 
that  are  killing  and  disabling  human 
beings  than  we  are  spending.  We  could 
save  lives,  and  we  could  save  money  by 
an  expenditure  of  more  funds  than  we 
are  providing.  But,  it  is  the  best  we 
could  do  under  the  circumstances.  I  am 
very  happy  to  present  this  report  to  you, 
and  I  ask  for  your  earnest  consideration 
and  support  of  it. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Preliminary  to 
my  remarks  on  the  bill  now  before  us,  it 
is  my  desire  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  and 
his  committee  on  tjie  splendid  bill  they 
have  brought  before  us  with  particu¬ 
lar  reference  to  the  subject  of  health. 

I  have  observed  during  the  11  years 
that  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]  has  been  a  member  of  this 
important  subcommittee  on  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  and  for  the  7  years 
during  which  he  has  been  chairman, 
that  he  has  at  all  times  exhibited  a 
very  great  and  commendable  interest  in 
providing  adequate  funds  to  advance  the 
health  activities  of  our  Government. 
There  has  been  at  no  time  anyone  in  the 
Congress  whose  humane  instincts  have 
done  more  to  promote  the  welfare  of  our 
people  than  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  who  has  just  addressed  us. 
Whenever  his  membership  in  this  House 
may  cease,  and  I  certainly  hope,  as  do 
the  rest  of  his  colleagues,  that  it  will  be  a 
long,  long  time  in  the  future,  that  it 
will  be  with  the  full  mea.sure  of  satis¬ 
faction  that  comes  to  one  who  has  worked 
sincerely,  honestly,  and  well  in  behalf  of 
his  fellow  man.  He  has  justly  earned  the 
good  will  of  his  colleagues  and  the  thou¬ 
sands  upon  thousands  of  people  to  whom 
his  labors  have  already  and  will  here¬ 
after  benefit.  His  work  merits  the  praise 


of  all.  I  trust  we  in  this  House,  the  peo¬ 
ple  whom  he  so  ably  represents  in  his 
congressional  district,  and  the  people  of 
this  Nation  as  a  whole  shall  continue  to 
have  the  benefit  of  his  great  service  to 
humanity. 

The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  as  chairman  of  his 
great  committee,  has  presented  a  clear 
and  lucid  picture  of  the  health  needs  of 
our  Nation,  what  has  been  accomplished, 
and  what  is  planded  for  the  future.  A 
reading  of  the  testimony  given  at  the 
numerous  hearings  held  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  questions  and  comments 
of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  leaves  no  doubt  that 
Chairman  Fogarty  is  the  best  informed 
man  in  Congress  on  all  the  details 
affecting  our  national  health  program. 
His  knowledge  of  the  entire  subject,  is 
great.  It  is  indeed  remarkable.  But  of 
equal  importance  with  his  knowledge  is 
the  fact  that  his  heart  has  human  in¬ 
stincts  that  speak  out  for  a  recognition 
by  the  Government  of  its  obligation  to 
provide  adequately  for  the  health  of  our 
people. 

The  bill  as  presented  by  the  committee 
is  entitled  to  the  support  of  the  Congress. 
It  recognizes  the  need  for  care  in  making 
expenditures,  but  it  also  recognizes  there 
are  some  considerations  that  must  take 
precedence  over  the  mere  saving  of 
dollars  and  cents.  We  must  be  equally, 
or,  even  more  concerned  in  preserving 
the  health  of  our  people  and  saving  the 
lives  of  our  people.  This  is  the  purpose 
and  intent  of  the  appropriations  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  in  providing  research, 
preventive,  and  other  type  programs  and 
facilities  for  the  sick  and  mentally  and 
physically  handicapped  who  are  in  our 
midst. 

I  am  in  entire  accord  with  the  thought 
already  expressed  that  there  is  no  sub¬ 
ject  more  difficult  to  cut  than  appropria¬ 
tions  made  to  promote  health  and  care 
for  the  sick  and  handicapped.  And  yet, 
the  committee  has  been  able  to  make 
some  reduction  in  the  overall  budget 
estimates  without  seriously  impairing  the 
necessary  services.  It  is  true  that  there 
may  be  additional  ways  in  which  money 
can  and  should  be  spent  to  advantage, 
yet  it  is  also  true  that  many  such  can 
await  a  little  longer  until  the  need  for 
reducing  costs  of  government  is  not  so 
impelling  as  at  the  present  time.  This 
bill,  therefore,  shows  a  fine  sense  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  provide  what  is  necessary 
but  withhold  what  can  be  deferred  with¬ 
out  doing  immediate  harm. 

My  service  on  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  has  af¬ 
forded  me  the  opportunity  to  take  part 
in  the  building  up  of  our  national  health 
program.  I  confess,  and  in  all  sincerity 
frankly  state,  there  has  been  no  service 
in  my  many  years  in  Congress  that  has 
given  me  more  genuine  and  real  pleasure 
and  satisfaction  than  that  which  I  have 
been  able  to  do  as  a  member  and  chair¬ 
man,  at  times,  of  the  above-mentioned 
committee  in  the  field  of  health  legisla¬ 
tion. 

This  program  to  promote^  health  has 
extended  into  numerous  and  varied  fields 
of  activity.  When  I  first  became  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  nearly  30  years  ago 


there  was  little  being  done  on  the  Federal 
level  as  compared  to  the  present  to  pro¬ 
vide  nationwide  programs  to  promote 
health  and  encourage  research.  In¬ 
creased  interest  has  caused  not  only  the 
adoption  of  Federal  programs  but  also 
an  increase  in  the  number  and  expanse 
of  State  and  local  progi'ams.  All  of  this 
latter  expansion  has  been  largely  the 
result  of  legislation  that  has  authorized 
and  provided  Federal  funds  to  State  and 
local  authorities  to  assist  and  thereby 
encourage  them  to  inaugurate  new  or 
more  extensive  health  programs  and  to 
provide  additional  facilities  for  the  better 
care  of  the  sick  and  handicapped. 

Thus,  programs  have  been  instituted 
for  the  benefit  of  mentally  retarded  chil¬ 
dren,  care  of  the  aging,  construction  of 
hospitals,  nursing  homes,  clinical  health 
centers,  rehabilitation  facilities,  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  blind,  mentally  ill,  preven¬ 
tion  and  elimination  of  venereal  diseases, 
research  programs  related  to  prevention 
and  cure  of  tuberculosis,  cancer,  heart 
disease,  arthritis,  polio,  blindness,  com¬ 
municable  and  infectious  diseases,  dental 
health  activities,  neurology,  health  re¬ 
search  facilities.  This  represents  merely 
a  quick  summary  of  what  has  been  done 
and  is  being  done  through  Federal  ac¬ 
tivity.  There  is  much  more  that  could 
be  said  if  time  permitted  the  whole  story 
to  be  told.  A  reading  of  the  committee 
hearings  would  undoubtedly  be  a  sur¬ 
prise  and  I  believe  would  convince  any¬ 
one  who  may  doubt  the  efficacy  and 
widespread  good  being  accomplished  in 
the  field  of  public  health. 

I  ti'ust  that  the  membership  will  give 
full  consideration  to  the  fine  work  being 
done  in  this  important  field  of  govern¬ 
ment  activity  and  the  splendid  results 
being  attained.  I  ventm'e  to  say  that 
there  are  no  Government  expenditures 
that  are  producing  more  satisfactoiT  re¬ 
sults.  And,  in  my  opinion,  our  obliga¬ 
tion  to  promote  and  improve  the  health 
of  our  people  is  one  that  cannot  and 
should  not  be  ignored.  Let  whatever 
cuts  in  expenditures  may  be  necessai-y 
be  made  where  the  health,  happiness, 
and  lives  of  our  people  will  not  be  im¬ 
periled  or  curtailed. 

I  appeal  to  the  membership  to  support 
the  pending  bill  in  its  entirety. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
advantage  of  this  opportunity  to  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  distinguished  Lord 
Mayor  of  Dublin,  Ireland,  the  Honorable 
Robert  Briscoe,  will  be  here  this  after¬ 
noon  between  3  and  3 : 15,  and  that  the 
membership  of  the  House  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  greet  him  in  the  Speaker’s 
rooms  at  that  time. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
comes  here  with  the  endorsement  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  J’l-ankly, 
I  feel  that  we  have  not  met  the  situation 
that  we  are  faced  with. 
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Now,  Just  so  you  can  have  a  little  pic¬ 
ture  of  what  we  are  facing,  I  want  to  call 
your  attention  to  a  few  figures  that  I 
took  out  of  the  Treasury  statement  yes¬ 
terday  relating  to  the  financial  situation 
of  the  United  States. 

On  the  31st  of  December  we  showed  an 
increase  in  receipts  of  $3,350  million  over 
the  same  6  months  of  fiscal  1956.  We 
showed  an  increase  in  expenditures  of 
$2,155  million.  So  that  in  the  first  6 
months  of  this  fiscal  year  we  were  better 
off  in  the  matter  of  balancing  the  budget 
than  we  were  before  by  $1,195  million. 

At  the  present  time — probably  I  am  a 
day  or  two  out  of  the  way,  but  these  are 
the  latest  figures  I  was  able  to  get — the 
expenditures  above  last  year  had  risen 
from  $2,155  million  to  $5,682  million,  and 
the  receipts  had  risen  at  that  time  above 
last  year  only  to  $4,283  million.  That 
means  that  instead  of  being  better  off, 
as  we  were  the  1st  day  of  January,  we 
are  worse  off  toward  a  balanced  budget 
today  by  $1,399  million.  That  means 
that  our  position  has  changed  by  the  sum 
of  those  2  figures,  or  $2,594  million  as  of 
this  date.  In  other  words,  we  are  $21/2 
billion  in  worse  shape  toward  balancing 
the  budget  for  this  particular  year  than 
we  were  on  the  1st  day  of  January. 

I  do  not  know  how  that  impresses  the 
membership.  I  appreciate  that  a  fellow 
who  tells  a  story  that  brings  out  the 
facts,  even  though  it  hurts,  and  hurts  his 
own  feelings  to  give  them,  does  not  get 
the  most  attentive  audience  in  the  world. 
But  I  want  to  say  that  those  figures,  to 
my  mind,  demand  of  evei-y  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  the  utmost 
of  vigilance  in  trying  to  screen  out  every 
dollar  of  appropriations  and  expendi¬ 
tures  that  it  is  possible  to  screen  out. 
And  we  will  have  to  do  that  on  some 
things  that  we  ourselves  would  like  to  see 
built  up;  because  the  worst  thing  that 
can  happen  to  the  United  States,  the 
worst  thing  that  we  can  have  happen  to 
us  is  to  come  into  the  end  of  this  fiscal 
year  without  a  balanced  budget.  That 
means  more  and  more  inflation;  that 
means  more  and  more  difficulty  in  trying 
to  get  anyw'here  with  the  situation  that 
we  are  confronted  with. 

This  bill  has  come  before  you  with  the 
Appropriations  Committee  divided. 
Frankly,  I  felt  that  it  could  be  cut  quite 
considerably  without  hurting  anything. 
I  thought  it  would  be  very  much  better 
if  we  did  not  try  to  advance  so  rapidly 
in  our  expenditures  that  we  would  per¬ 
haps  upset  the  applecart  entirely. 

The  bill  does  come  here  with  a  cut  in 
the  budget  estimates  of  $118,774,700, 
with  a  total  budget  estimate  of  $2,862,- 
000,000.  As  compared  with  last  year  it 
is  less.  It  is  less  because  the  authorized 
amount  for  school  construction  was  $66 
million  less  than  was  appropriated  last 
year,  and  because  the  veterans’  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  is  running  out.  It 
amounts  to  $33  million  less  than  it  did 
in  the  bill  for  1957. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Are  not  some  of  the  cuts 
less  than  firm  cuts,  certainly  in  the  field 
of  grants  to  the  States?  Are  they  not 


in  the  nature  of  estimates  on  the  part  of 
the  committee  instead  of  firm  cuts  that 
will  stand  up? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  would  not  want  to  say 
that.  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  most 
of  the  cuts  are  pretty  well  stable.  The 
social  security  grants  have  been  cut  quite 
considerably,  that  is,  $79,400,000  on  the 
grant  estimate,  and  there  are  a  few 
smaller  cuts  on  different  items. 

The  picture  there,  in  my  opinion,  and 
I  think  I  am  correct,  is  that  they  have  a 
pretty  bad  situation  with  reference  to 
thp  management  of  the  biggest  block  of 
money  in  this  bill.  Out  of  the  $1.6  bil¬ 
lion  of  appropriations,  the  limitation  in 
the  bill  calls  for  not  exceeding  $104  mil¬ 
lion  for  administration.  This  means 
that  the  total  amount  for  administra¬ 
tion  will  be  15  percent,  or  a  little  better, 
of  the  amount  that  is  given  away.  That 
is  a  very  bad  situation.  There  is  State 
after  State  where  the  amount  is  much 
more  than  15  percent.  The  worst  part 
of  the  picture  to  me  is  that  in  my  own 
State  the  average  expenditures  are  20 
percent  of  the  amount  that  is  allocated 
to  the  people  who  operate  it  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  the  States.  The 
figure  for  the  administration,  or  the 
part  of  it  that  relates  to  dependent  chil¬ 
dren  is  as  high  as  27  percent.  In  other 
words,  of  every  dollar  you  give  them  27 
cents  goes  for  administration.  That,  to 
me,  is  tragic.  It  means  that  the  people 
in  the  States  who  are  handling  this 
thing  have  not  gotten  on  top  of  it  and 
they  are  not  getting  on  top  of  it.  For 
that  reason,  I  am  very  much  disturbed 
about  it. 

There  are  many  items  in  this  bill 
which,  in  my  opinion,  should  be  reduced 
further.  I  am  not  going  to  go  into  the 
details  of  them  at  this  time.  I  hope  when 
these  items  are  reached  that  those  Mem¬ 
bers  interested  in  economy  will  offer 
amendments  to  reduce  the  bill  so  that 
it  will  carry  no  more  than  is  absolutely 
required  to  do  a  decent  job.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  done  something  toward  re¬ 
ducing  the  number  of  personnel  involved, 
but,  in  my  opinion,  I  believe  in  a  great 
many  cases  we  could  have  done  a  great 
deal  more  and  at  least  brought  them 
back  to  the  current  year’s  figures.  The 
whole  situation  here,  to  me,  is  one  where, 
if  we  do  not  meet  our  responsibilities 
and  face  the  situation,  it  is  going  to  be 
very  difficult  for  us  to  do  any  kind  of  a 
job  with  the  Government’s  money. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  notice  in  the  hearings 
it  is  proposed  by  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  that  employees  transferred  or  decen¬ 
tralized  and  moved  to  another  part  of  the 
country  be  paid  $12-a-day  plus  $6-a-day 
for  dependents,  which  would  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  transportation  and  moving  of 
their  household  effects.  That  would  be 
setting  a  new  precedent  and  an  expensive 
one.  Can  the  gentleman  tell  us  whether 
that  got  into  the  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  As  I  remember  it,  that 
was  included  in  the  budget  estimate,  but, 
frankly,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  there  any  such  au¬ 
thorization  as  that  in  the  present  bill? 
I  have  not  been  able  to  find  it.  But, 


some  of  the  language  here  is  not  too 
clear  to  me. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  cannot  tell  the  gen¬ 
tleman  offhand  whether  that  is  in  the 
bill  or  not. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  can  advise  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  that  that  was  deleted 
by  the  committee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  TABER.  Well,  that  is  where- they 
did  one  thing  toward  improving  the  bill. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  when  this 
bill  is  finished  that  we  will  have  gone  on 
record  in  favor  of  improving  the  bill  a 
little  bit  more.  The  committee  did  some 
improving,  but  I  would  like  to  see  the 
House  stand  for  improving  the  bill  a  little 
bit  more. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WIER.  Did  I  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]  to  say 
that  there  v/as  something  in  this  bill 
that  he  could  not  find;  if  that  is  true, 
why,  then,  this  is  the  first  bill  he  has 
slipped  on. 

Mr.  TABER.  It  must  be  that  he  was 
looking  at  the  budget  which  was  sent 
down  here  rather  than  the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  In  this 
bill,  there  are  a  number  of  new  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  that  are  just  be¬ 
ing  inaugurated.  I  refer  particularly  to 
this  one  for  the  library  services.  That 
has  not  been  done  before;  has  it? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  was  authorized  a  year 
ago,  and  the  other  body  inserted  some 
money  in  the  bill  to  operate  it;  $2,050,000 
was  provided.  Down  through  the  1st 
day  of  February,  as  I  remember  it,  about 
$400,000  of  that  $2,050,000  had  been  obli¬ 
gated.  How  much  they  will  have  obli¬ 
gated  at  the  end  of  the  year  I  do  not 
know.  -Frankly,  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  am  opposed  to  any  in¬ 
crease  above  the  budget  because  so  many 
States  have  not  approved  of  it,  and  some 
of  them  have  definitely  refused. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  There  is 
one  thing  that  bothers  me.  Perhaps  the 
gentleman  can  clear  it  up.  When  the 
Congress  authorizes,  let  us  use  as  an 
example  this  library-service  program,  an 
expenditure  of  $714  million,  does  that 
give  to  the  Department  authority  to  obli- 
■  gate  up  to  that  $7^/2  million  even  before 
the  Congress  has  appropriated  $71/2  mil¬ 
lion  or  whatever  money  is  carried  in  the 
appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  does  not.  They  have 
no  authority  to  obligate  any  money  until 
they  get  specific  legislation  to  obligate. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Then  I 
would  assume  that  the  status  of  this  mat¬ 
ter,  as  far  as  the  next  fiscal  year  is  con¬ 
cerned,  is  that  there  is  no  actual  obliga¬ 
tion,  other  than  the  statement  of  con¬ 
gressional  intent,  that  it  is  desired  to 
move  into  this  program  to  some  degree. 

Mr.  TABER.  There  may  be  a  few  odds 
and  ends,  tails  to  the  kite,  like  small 
items  that  have  been  obligated  that  have 
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to  be  paid  for  before  the  1st  of  July,  but 
that  is  all. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fo¬ 
garty  J  places  a:  great  deal  of  stress  upon 
the  fact  that  in  most  cases  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  was  tied  because  of  the 
authorization  policy.  I  wondered  if  the 
gentleman  agrees  that  your  hands  were 
tied  to  the  extent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  would  have  us  believe. 

Mr.  TABER.  Well,  I  do  not  know.  I 
did  not  hear  just  what  he  said  along  that 
line,  but  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  my 
hands  are  not  tied  on  appropriating  any 
money  unless  we  have  previously  given 
them,  by  statute  or  otherwise,  contract 
authority,  and  we  may  have  to  meet  that 
conti'act  authority. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Yoi'k  [Mr.  Taber] 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Laird], 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
that  is  before  us  today  is  perhaps  one  of 
the  most  difficult  appropriation  bills 
upon  which  to  operate,  as  far  as  the 
Appropriations  Committee  is  concerned. 
If  we  on  the  Appropriations  Committee 
have  erred  at  all  in  the  markup  of  this 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  we  have  erred  on  the  side  of 
generosity.  It  is  a  fact  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  was  overgenerous  in  appropriating 
funds  in  this  bill  last  year.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  over  $20  million  will  be  returned 
to  the  Treasury  which  was  appropriated 
last  year.  I  am  sure  every  effort  was 
made  by  the  various  bureaus  to  spend 
this  money. 

This  Congress  has  expressed  disap¬ 
proval  of  the  President’s  budget  in  many 
speeches.  Most  of  the  talking  has  been 
in  broad  general  terms  and  not  in  spe¬ 
cific  terms  as  it  relates  to  individual 
budget  items.  Today  we  will  be  face  to 
face  with  specific  budget  items.  The 
Congress  expressed  the  opinion  just  4 
weeks  ago  that  the  Executive  budget  was 
too  high.  The  majority  party  supported 
this  resolution  on  a  straight  party  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  distinguished  and 
able  subcommittee  chairman  has  gone 
into  detail  on  each  of  the  individual 
items  of  this  appropriation  bill.  It 
might  be  well  for  us  to  look  at  a  few  of 
the  overall  figures  in  this  bill. 

The  Department  of  Labor  receives  an 
appropriation  of  $364,366,300  in  this  bill. 
That  is  the  direct  appropriation  and  does 
not  include  funds  which  are  transferred 
from  the  various  trust  funds.  This  com¬ 
pares  with  a  budget  request  made  for  the 
Department  of  Labor  in  the  amount  of 
$384,678,000,  or  a  reduction  of  $20  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  request  placed  before  the 
committee  by  the  Department  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
The  total  appropriation  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  in  this  present  fiscal  year 
is  $380,785,000;  therefore,  the  appropria¬ 
tion  in  this  bill  is  $16,419,000  below  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  this  fiscal 
year. 

In  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  the  budget  estimate 
for  this  fiscal  year  which  was  presented 


to  our  committee  was  $2,582,000,000. 
This  bill  contains  an  appropriation  in 
direct  funds  from  the  TYeasury  of  $2,- 
483,000,000.  I  think  it  is  well  for  us  to 
look  closely  at  this  particular  bill  to  see 
where  the  major  reductions,  when  com¬ 
pared  to  the  1957  budget,  are  shown. 
These  major  reductions  are  in  the 
amount  of  $33.2  million  for  payments  of 
unemployment  compensation  for  veter¬ 
ans.  This  was  a  nonrecurring  expense 
that  would  not  normally  appear  in  this 
appropriation  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 
There  is  no  real  budget  cut  either  on  the 
part  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  on 
the  part  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  as  far  as  this  $33.2  million  reduction 
is  concerned. 

The  next  big  item  is  the  $66.8  million 
reduction  in  assistance  to  school  dis¬ 
tricts  for  school  construction.  This  also 
was  a  nonrecurring  item  of  expense  and 
does  not  represent  a  budget  reduction 
as  far  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is 
concerned  or  as  far  as  the  House  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  is  concerned. 
In  addition  to  that,  there  is  a  reduction 
as  compared  with  the  1957  budget  of  $5.6 
million  in  the  construction  of  Indian 
health  facilities.  Also  in  this  bill  there 
is  the  figure  of  $6.8  million  which  does 
not  recur  from  last  year’s  budget  cover¬ 
ing  the  appropriation  for  constmction  of 
hospital  facilities  at  St.  Elizabeths. 
These  and  similar  nonrecurring  items 
make  up  a  total  of  $120  million.  In 
other  words,  the  budget  base  for  fiscal 
year  1957  can  be  reduced  by  this  amount 
in  comparison  with  the  1958  figures,  in 
the  bill  before  us  today. 

I  think  it  is  well  for  us  to  look  over 
some  of  the  new  programs  which  the 
President  and  the  Bureau  included  in 
this  particular  bill.  Every  one  of  these 
new  programs  was  authorized  by  the 
84th  Congress.  I  might  add  that  I  voted 
with  the  minority  on  the  establishment 
of  these  programs. 

During  the  testimony  which  you  will 
find  in  the  committee  hearings  I  asked 
a  question  of  the  Social  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator  as  to  the  total  cost  of  the  social- 
security  bill  passed  by  the  last  session  of 
Congress.  I  asked  what  projected  yearly 
cost  of  that  program  was,  and  I  received 
the  answer.  That  answer  was  $1,800,- 
000,000  a  year. 

Many  people,  when  they  voted  on  this 
particular  bill,  thought  they  were  ap¬ 
proving  a  bill  providing  for  the  reduction 
of  the  age  level  for  retirement  for  women 
from  65  to  62  and  for  a  new  total  dis¬ 
ability  program  starting  at  the  age  of  50. 

This  particular  bill  contained  many 
other  provisions  which  were  far-reach¬ 
ing  and  received  very  little  attention 
when  the  bill  was  acted  upon.  This 
legislation  last  year  provided  for  a  new 
authorization  and  new  program  of  $5 
million  for  each  of  the  first  2  years  and 
an  open-end  authorized  thereafter  to 
take  over  the  State  and  local  responsi¬ 
bility  of  training  State  and  local  welfare 
workers.  The  Federal  Government 
would  pay  80  percent  of  that  cost  of  this 
training.  Also  in  that  bill  were  provi¬ 
sions  which  changed  the  Federal-State 
matching  formula,  which  increased  the 
amount  the  Federal  Government’s  grant, 
on  old-age  assistance,  to  take  but  one 
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example,  from  $30  to  $39,  an  increase  of 
$9  per  month.  This  in  effect  almost 
unloaded  total  cost  of  this  program  on 
Federal  Government  in  several  low- 
budget  States.  All  of  these  State-Fed¬ 
eral  grant  matching  formulas  were 
changed  in  this  particular  bill,  and  those 
changes  alone  brought  about  the  in¬ 
crease  in  this  bill  of  over  $200  million  in 
the  single  item  of  public  assistance 
grants  to  States. 

The  budget  request  for  grants  to  States 
for  public  assistance  was  $1,670,000,000, 
and  it  seems  to  me  when  the  committee 
shows  a  cut  in  this  program  of  $79  mil¬ 
lion,  we  are  merely  fooling  ourselves. 
This  cut  will  not  stand  up  if  the  States 
show  that  they  have  expended  the  money 
in  a  larger  amount  than  our  committee 
has  estimated.  And,  it  is  our  guess 
against  the  guess  of  the  Social  Security 
Administrator,  and  whether  that  par¬ 
ticular  cut  will  actually  be  a  cut  depends 
entirely  on  the  program  in  each  of  the 
48  States.  We  may  only  be  faced  with  a 
supplemental  next  January. 

Today  all  of  us  have  received  wires 
from  public  welfare  people  and  State 
public  welfare  directors  objecting  to  the 
administrative  expense  limitation  which 
was  written  into  this  particular  bill. 
This  limitation  provides  that  no  more 
than  $104  million  can  be  used  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expense  reimbursement.  I 
feel  that  the  limitation  is  a  justifiable 
limitation  and  certainly  if  any  Member 
will  take  the  time  to  read  over  the  rec¬ 
ord  on  this  particular  item  in  our  bill 
and  see  how  these  State  administrative 
expenses  have  gone  up,  I  am  sure  you 
will  agree  that  some  definite  limitation  is 
necessary  and  proper.  We  find  that  the 
administrative  costs  in  some  States  are 
running  to  as  high  as  17  percent  of  the 
total  money  paid  out  to  individual  recipi¬ 
ents  in  a  program.  In  other  States  the 
administrative  cost  is  down  below  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  amount  paid  out  in 
grants.  It  is  time  that  some  pruning  of 
these  administrative  costs  be  brought 
about  as  far  as  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  matching  is  concerned. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
the  committee  offhand  how  much  the 
States  pay  in  the  way  of  matching  for 
those  costs? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Well,  the  States  and  lo¬ 
cal  communities  pay  50  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  salaries  and  expenses. 

Mr.  JONAS.  So  that  this  full  sum,  as 
limited  by  this  action,  can  be  used,  and 
amounting  to  only  50  percent,  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  would  be  over  $200 
million. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  correct.  The 
matching  formula  is  a  50-50  formula 
with  no  limitation  at  the  present  time  as 
to  the  total  over  all  amount  that  will  be 
matched.  We  wrote  a  limitation  into 
the  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for 
this  particular  fiscal  year.  That  limita¬ 
tion  was  $101  million,  and  it  was  sus¬ 
tained  here  in  the  House  for  this  par¬ 
ticular  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  limitation 
for  fiscal  1958,  and  it  is  an  increase  over 
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the  previously  authorized  limitation  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  of  $3  million. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  want  to  commend 
the  committee  on  the  cuts  that  it  has 
made,  and  I  would  like  to  ask  one  ques¬ 
tion.  Hurriedly  glancing  over  the  table 
on  the  back  of  the  committee  report,  it 
indicates  that  while  many  cuts  have  been 
made  over  the  proposed  budget  this  year, 
it  still  indicates  that  it  has  not  been  re¬ 
duced  very  much  over  the  1957  appro¬ 
priation.  Let  me  ask  the  gentleman  this 
question;  It  seems  that  the  salaries  and 
expenses  account  for  a  great  deal  of  the 
increase.  Is  that  due  to  the  fact  that 
they  have  added  personnel  or  increased 
their  salaries? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  As  far  as  the  salaries 
and  expenses  item  throughout  the  entire 
bill  is  concerned,  the  large  portion  of  in¬ 
crease  is  due  to  the  provision  for  extra 
days  pay  and  civil-service  retirement. 

The  greatest  personnel  increase  is  in 
the  Social  Security  Administration.  Of 
course,  that  is  not  paid  by  direct  appro¬ 
priations  from  the  Treasury  but  by  ap¬ 
propriations  from  the  social  security 
trust  fund. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Is  it  true  that  many 
of  these  agencies  have  been  adding  to 
their  personnel.  v 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  certainly  true. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  do  not  find  it  in  the 
committee  hearings:  I  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  study  them  very  carefully. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  If  you  take  one  specific 
example,  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division, 
the  gentleman  will  find  a  tremendous 
increase  in  personnel  over  the  budget 
request  for  1957.  However,  there  was  a 
supplemental  request  that  ^was  sub¬ 
mitted  after  passing  of  the  minimum 
bill  last  year.  This  bill,  you  will  remem¬ 
ber,  increased  the  minimum  wage  from 
75  cents  to  a  dollar. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Did  that  increase  the 
number  of  people  required? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Personnel  as  far  as  in¬ 
vestigators  were  almost  double  in  this 
Wage  and  Hour  Division.  Employment 
went  to  a  total  figure  of  1,535  author¬ 
ized  positions  in  a  division  that  had  less 
than  1,000  in  the  original  1957  budget. 

In  answer  to  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Beamer]  the  current  employ¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Labor  on  February  28  was  5,160.  The 
number  of  positions  requested  in  the 
1958  budget  was  5,710.  Ilhe  number 
which  the  committee  allowed  is  5,553. 
This  makes  a  total  of  393  new  positions 
allowed  in  this  bill  as  compared  with 
employment  on  February  28. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  The  committee  cut 
back  the  number. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  As  to  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  employ¬ 
ment  on  February  28,  1957,  was  28,041. 
The  budget  request  for  1958  in  number 
of  positions  was  33,105.  The  number  of 
positions  allowed  in  this  bill  is  32,080. 
The  greatest  single  increase  in  that  par¬ 
ticular  is  in  the  item  Salaries  and  Ex¬ 
penses  in  the  Office  of  Field  Administra¬ 
tion  and  in  the  Social  Security  Adminis¬ 
tration. 


Mr.  BEAMER.  I  did  not  intend  to 
pick  out  any  specific  agencies,  but  it 
seemed,  looking  over  the  table  in  back 
of  the  committee  report,  that  the  item 
Salaries  and  Expenses  accounted  for  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  increase.  I 
was  merely  asking  if  that  was  due  to 
increased  salaries  or  to  an  increase  in 
number  of  positions. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  There  is  an  increase  in 
the  number  of  positions  allowed  in  this 
bill  over  1957  of  1,233  positions.  There 
is  also  the  provision  concerning  Civil 
Service  retirement  charges  which  affects 
the  appropriation  figure. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Is  the  increase  in  per¬ 
sonnel  due  to  legislation  passed  by  the 
preceding  Congress  or  is  it  due  to  an 
increase  in  the  requests  made  by  the 
agencies  themselves? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  increases  in  position 
were  justified  before  our  committee  as  a 
direct  result  of  legislative  enactment  by 
the  84th  Congress  and  by  the  increased 
responsibilities  which  these  departments 
insisted  were  brought  about  through  this 
congressional  action. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  In  other  words,  it  is 
the  result  of  action  of  the  previous  Con¬ 
gress:  it  is  an  inheritance,  shall  we  say, 
and  we  cannot  avoid  it. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  We  could  avoid  it  if  we 
did  not  appropriate  the  money,  if  the 
House  decided  not  to  follow  through  on 
the  position  which  the  last  Congress 
took.  In  that  case  the  House  would  not 
have  to  appropriate  the  money.  That  is 
one  way  it  can  be  stopped.  The  other 
would  be  for  the  House  to  repeal  the 
authorizing  legislation. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield  further  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  On  page  12  of  the 
committee  report,  with  reference  to  the 
Office  of  Education,  I  notice  this  state¬ 
ment: 

However,  the  total  man-years  of  employ¬ 
ment  provided  for  by  the  committee’s  rec¬ 
ommendations  will  be  considerably  higher 
in  1958  than  in  1957. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  has  any  spe¬ 
cific  figures  on  the  anticipated  Increase 
either  in  man-years  or  number  of  posi¬ 
tions? 

I  have  a  second  question  in  that  same 
connection,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  For  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  the  greatest  increase  in  number  of 
positions  is  shown  as  follows:  The  total 
employment  in  the  Office  of  Education 
on  Febiniary  28,  1957,  was  660.  The 
number  allowed  in  the  budget  request 
for  1958  was  839.  The  number  the  com¬ 
mittee  allowed  was  742.  In  the  budget  of 
1957  the  number  of  positions  permitted 
was  751.  The  number  of  positions  al¬ 
lowed  in  this  particular  budget  for  the 
Office  of  Education  is  742,  but  as  I  said 
the  budget  request  for  1958  was  for  839 
positions. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  But  that  does  mean 
an  increase  of  about  82  over  the  February 
28  statement. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  correct,  but  I 
should  like  to  point  out  to  the  gentle- 
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man  that  the  authorized  strength  of  the  ^ 
Office  of  Education  was  higher,  but  there 
were  unfilled  vacancies  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Education  as  of  February  28, 
1957. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Are  there  any  ad¬ 
ditions  covered  in  that  80  additional  that 
are  in  any  sense  anticipatory  of  the  pos¬ 
sible  adoption  of  Federal  assistance  to 
the  States  for  school  construction?  Is 
there  an  anticipatory  increase  in  the 
budget  as  to  persons? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  There  was  no  positions 
allowed  in  anticipation  of  that  bill.  Of 
course,  many  of  these  people  would  work 
on  that  program  if  that  bill  should  pass. 
The  Office  of  Education  will  ask  for  more 
positions,  you  can  rest  assured  of  that, 
should  the  Federal  construction  aid  bill 
pass. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN,  I  have  no  doubt  on 
that  score. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  For  fear  the  House  will 
get  the  impression  that  all  of  these  in¬ 
creases  in  personnel  are  due  to  enact¬ 
ments  of  the  84th  Congress,  let  us  take, 
for  example,  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  As  of  the  end 
of  February  of  this  year  they  had  28,041 
employees,  yet  clear  back  in  the  1956 
fiscal  year  appropriation  bill  they  had 
authorization  for  503  employees,  which 
was  462  more  employees  under  the  au¬ 
thorization  in  the  1956  appropriation  bill, 
and  they  still  have  to  have  additional 
employees.  In  1957  they  were  allowed 
to  go  up  to  34,994,  and  they  still  got  up 
only  to  the  28,000  figure.  This  bill  takes 
it  up  over  32,000,  which  is  4,000  people 
more  than  they  actually  had  employed 
at  the  end  of  February  of  this  year,  even 
though  clear  back  in  the  1956  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  they  could  have  had,  were  they 
able  to  employ  them,  462  people  more 
than  they  now  have  on  the  rolls. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  gentleman  misun¬ 
derstood  my  statement.  I  said  that  in 
their  appearances  before  the  committee 
the  departments  justified  their  increases 
on  the  basis  of  the  increased  workload 
that  was  brought  about  by  congressional 
action.  I  think  that  if  the  gentleman 
will  go  through  the  record  he  will  see 
that  they  did  justify  their  requests  for 
increased  positions  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  am  happy  that  the 
gentleman  has  clarified  that,  because  I 
think  the  Members  would  have  con¬ 
cluded  that  all  of  these  additional  em¬ 
ployees  that  are  called  for  in  the  bill 
result  from  actions  of  the  last  Congress, 
when  from  their  own  employment  rec¬ 
ords  I  do  not  believe  that  is  true,  as  the 
gentleman  has  pointed  out.  ^ 

Mr.  LAIRD.  According  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee  the  adminis¬ 
trators  of  those  agencies  tried  to  justify 
their  increases  on  the  basis  of  the  new 
legislation  passed  by  the  84th  Congress. 
That  was  what  I  was  referring  to  in  my 
comments  earlier. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield.  . 

Mr.  JONAS.  Reference  was  made 
earlier  in  the  gentleman’s  discussion 
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about  the  grants-to-States  and  public 
assistance  about  the  $79,400,000,  per¬ 
haps,  not  being  a  confirmed  cut  in  the 
final  analysis.  Have  you  in  this  com¬ 
mittee  been  in  the  habit  of  cutting  these 
grants  in  the  past,  and,  if  so,  will  the 
gentleman  state  what  tire  experience 
has  been — whether  our  guess  has  been 
nearer  right  or  has  the  department’s 
guess  been  nearer  right  and  what  is  the 
best  prospect  as  to  whether  this  $79 
million  or  a  part  of  it  will  have  to  go  back 
in  a  supplemental  request. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  cannot  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man  definitely  whether  the  $79  million 
will  be  a  saving  or  not.  I  do  not  think 
it  is  possible  to  tell  that  at  this  time. 
This  is  the  best  guess  the  committee  can 
make  as  to  the  amount  of  money  that 
will  be  used.  Actually,  I  do  not  think 
it  is  fair  to  say  that  this  is  definitely  a 
saving  so  far  as  the  expenditure  of  funds 
from  the  Treasury  is  concerned.  The 
same  thing  is  true  on  other  programs 
like  vocational  rehabilitation.  I  think 
you  will  find  they  will  be  back  here  with 
a  supplemental  bill  in  the  second  session 
of  the  85th  Congress  to  make  up  any 
deficiency  which  may  exist  in  the  fourth 
quarter  of  1958. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  This  is  not  at  all  to 
belittle  the  work  of  the  committee  which 
has  undoubtedly  done  a  very  thorough 
and  exhaustive  job;  however,  the  report 
comes  in  showing  a  net  saving  of  one- 
hundred-and-eighteen-million-odd  dol¬ 
lars  from  the  requests.  As  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  knows,  the  country 
wants  a  severe  cut  in  this  budget.  I 
think  everybody  knows  that.  If  this 
item  which  was  just  referred  to  of  $79,- 
400,000  has  to  be  restored,  together  with 
certain  other  items  which  may  have  to 
be  restored,  is  it  not  possible  that  that 
$118  million  will  be  entirely  wiped  out? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  quite  possible 
if  in  the  next  few  months,  the  State  leg¬ 
islatures,  particularly  in  some  of  the 
I  Southern  States,  raise  the  amounts 
allowed  in  their  budgets  for  old-age  as¬ 
sistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  and 
other  programs. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  The  point  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  here  is  that  this  $118  million  total 
recommended  decrease  figures  a  shade 
over  2  Vz  percent,  which  is  nowhere  near 
a  substantial  decrease  from  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  recommended  budget.  If  that  is 
entirely  wiped  out,  we  would  be  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  having  to  vote,  if  we  take  the 
Committee’s  recommendation  either  for 
no  increase  or  for  an  actual  increase  over 
the  Federal  Government’s  requested 
budget:  is  that  not  a  fact? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  correct.  In  my 
opening  statement,  I  tried  to  point  out 
the  reason..  Most  of  the  reductions  over 
the  1957  budget  figures  as  compared  to 
this  1958  budget  bill  were  on  nonrecur¬ 
ring  expenses,  and  if  you  consider  in¬ 
crease  allowed  in  this  bill  for  personnel 
and  salaries  which  will  be  a  recurring 
expense  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  you  will 
find  that  we  will  have  trouble  next  year 
with  this  bill.  - 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  In  effect,  we  may  be 
called  upon  to  approve  an  increase  in¬ 
stead  of  a  cut  in  the  budget? 


Mr.  LAIRD.  Not  today,  but  we  could. 
That  is  a  possibility  I  have  outlined 
before. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  On  that  same  point, 
do  you  remember  a  year  ago  when  we 
had  sone  new  grant  items  for  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  for  veterans,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  asked  for  $90  million  and 
we  cut  them  $20  million.  We  thought 
that  was  a  sizable  cut.  But,  we  find  they 
cannot  use  the  $70  million.  So,  we  were 
a  little  too  conservative  in  cutting  that 
grant  item. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  gentleman  will 
agree  that  that  does  not  necessarily  rep¬ 
resent  a  saving  of  expenditure  of  Federal 
tax  dollars  as  the  money  would  not  have 
been  used  anyway. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  would  have  re¬ 
verted  to  the  Treasury,  the  same  as  all 
these  cuts.  Then,  on  Federal  employees, 
we  cut  them  $5  million  on  the  basis  that 
we  did  not  think  that  many  Government 
employees  would  be  discharged  from 
their  jobs.  That  cut  has  stood  up. 

On  this  cut  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  it  will  stand  up.  Of  course,  if  we 
should  get  into  a  depression  we  may  have 
to  appropriate  three  times  what  this  cut 
would  be. 

Mr.  KEAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEAN.  With  reference  to  the  $104 
million  for  administration  of  the  assist¬ 
ance  program,  do  I  understand  that  you 
have  granted  what  was  asked  for  and 
put  a  limitation  that  they  should  not 
bring  any  more? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  No.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  find  that  the  record  before  our 
committee  would  indicate  that  the 
amount  of  money  they  estimate  they  will 
need  for  administrative  expenses  in  fiscal 
year  1958  is  $104,500,000.  We  have  set  a 
limitation  of  $104  million. 

Mr.  KEAN.  Approximately  the  same 
amount? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Approximately  the  same 
amount.  An  increase  over  the  limita¬ 
tion  we  enacted  several  weeks  back, 
which  was  $101  million  for  fiscal  year 
1957. 

Mr.  KEAN.  But  actually  by  doing 
this,  whether  it  is  correct  or  not,  you  are 
negating  the  law  passed  by  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  passed  by  the 
Congress  saying  that  'vie  would  match 
the  amounts  that  the  States  would  spend. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  feel  it  is  a  perfectly 
proper  limitation  for  an  Appropriations 
Committee  to  exercise  in  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds.  It  is  a  limitation  on  the 
amount  that  can  be  used  for  matching 
administrative  expenses,  and  I  feel  that 
some  committee  of  the  Congress  has  to 
keep  check  on  these  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  It  seems  the  responsibility  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  25  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appi’o- 
priations,  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
LMr.  Cannon]. 


Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber] 
tells  us  that  he  is  disturbed  by  the  prop¬ 
osition  before  us  today.  He  is  not  the 
only  one  who  is  disturbed.  There  are 
may  people  who  are  disturbed  by  this 
budget. 

The  fiscal  policy  and  spending  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  administration  and  the  Con¬ 
gress — because  the  two  are  jointly  re¬ 
sponsible — are  meeting  with  unexpected 
resistance  on  the  part  of  taxpayers-  all 
over  the  countiy.  It  is  not  an  isolated 
attitude.  It  is  not  confined  to  any  par¬ 
ticular  part  of  the  country.  The.ss  pro¬ 
tests,  letters,  telegrams,  and  telephone 
messages  are  coming  from  every  State  in 
the  Union.  They  are  coming  in  from 
large  taxpayers  and  small  taxpayers. 
The  situation  represents  what  amounts 
to  a  national  uprising. 

People  are  getting  tired  of  paying  a 
dollar  for  50  cents  worth  of  food.  They 
are  getting  tired  of  paying  twice  the 
rental  thev  paid  a  few  years  ago  on  the 
house  in  which  they  live.  They  are  get¬ 
ting  tired  of  a  dollar  that  is  falling  in 
value  so  rapidly  that  the  cost  of  hospi¬ 
talization  makes  the  average  breadwin¬ 
ner  apprehensive  of  the  time  when  he  or 
any  member  of  his  family  require  medi¬ 
cal  attention.  People  are  getting  tired 
of  the  depreciating  value  of  the  dollar, 
which  is  wiping  out  more  than  half  of 
the  purchasing  power  of  their  life  sav¬ 
ings.  They  are  getting  tired  of  exorbi¬ 
tant  taxes.  They  are  getting  tired  of 
paying  war  levies  in  time  of  peace.  They 
are  getting  tired  of  the  requisition  of  a 
disproportionate  amount  of  their  earn¬ 
ings  which  the  Government  is  taking 
away  from  them  today. 

The  Federal  Government,  the  State 
governments,  and  the  local  governments 
are  taking  from  the  taxpaper  today  the 
largest  amoimt,  the  largest  percentage, 
of  his  earnings  in  the  peacetime  history 
of  the  Nation.  The  total  tax  bill  paid  by 
the  average  taxpayer  today.  State,  local, 
and  Federal,  amounts  to  approximately 
33  percent  of  his  earnings.  It  approxi¬ 
mates  one-third  of  the  national  income, 
so  the  average  wage  earner  today  out 
of  his  6-day  week,  works  2  days  for  the 
Government  and  has  left  for  himself  and 
his  family  only  4  days’  pay. 

Mr.  MASON.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  for  a  correction? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  gentleman  said  it 
was  the  highest  tax  in  any  peacetime 
history  of  the  counti-y.  It  is  higher 
today  than  in  any  wartime  period  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  stand  corrected.  The 
gentleman  has  expressed  it  more  accu¬ 
rately  than  I  did. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  revolt  in  the 
country  and  the  surprising  thing  about 
it  is  that,  whereas  in  ordinary  years  there 
is  usually  some  criticism  for  a  week  or 
two  after  the  budget  is  messaged  over, 
there  is  today  an  ever-growing  protest 
and  an  ever-increased  volume  of  mail 
from  the  country  in  criticism  of  the 
budget. 

People  are  demanding  a  reduction  in 
expenditure  in  order  to  secure  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  taxes.  There  is  a  strange  lassi¬ 
tude  here  in  Congress  and  down  at  the 
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other  end  of  the  Avenue  on  tax  reduc¬ 
tion  and  the  newspapers  are  reporting 
that  we  will  not  get  a  bill  to  reduce  taxes 
this  year.  . 

I  would  like  to  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are  many  here  who  want  to  see 
taxes  reduced  at  this  session.  We  want 
to  see  spending  reduced  to  the  point 
where  it  will  be  possible  to  reduce  taxes 
now  without  waiting  another  session  or 
another  year. 

Of  com-se,  as  long  as  you  have  these 
top  heavy  budgets,  you  have  to  get 
enough  tax  money  to  pay  for  them. 
There  is  no  other  source  from  which  you 
can  pay  these  budgets  except  to  take  it 
out  of  the  pockets  of  the  taxpayers. 

So  as  long  as  you  have  these  huge 
budgets,  you  have  to  have  huge  taxes. 
And  as  long  as  we  have  a  budget  the  size 
of  this  one,  $3  billion  above  the  current 
year  and  around  $8  billion  above  1955, 
you  have  to  continue  war  taxes  to  pay 
the  bill.  The  only  way  to  reduce  taxes  is 
to  reduce  expenses.  We  cannot  go  along 
indefinitely  refunding  the  national  debt, 
issuing  more  I  O  U’s,  increasing  the  rate 
of  interest  on  Government  bonds  in 
order  to  get  people  to  buy  them.  And 
the  budget  before  us  today  is  the  one 
stumbling  block  in  the  way  of  a  tax  bill 
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Reduce  the  budget.  Reduce  expendi¬ 
tures.  Reduce  taxes.  And  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  balance  the  budget  in  reality  as 
well  as  on  paper.  We  should  under¬ 
stand,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  while  we  ten¬ 
tatively  have  balanced  the  budget  at 
$1,800,000,000  we  are  at  a  point  where  an 
rmexpected  increase  on  the  debit  side  of 
the  ledger,  a  failure  to  book  expected  rev¬ 
enues  could  easily  throw  the  budget  out 
of  balance  on  that  narrow  margin. 

Our  high  rate  of  Federal  income  can¬ 
not  last  forever.  Already  we  have  passed 
the  crest  of  the  current  boom.  Already 
a  quiet  recession  is  under  way.  In  every 
industrial  city  they  are  withdrawing  pro¬ 
grams  for  expansion.  They  are  deferring 
plans  for  new  plants.  They  are  trying 
to  reduce  inventories  to  meet  reduced 
demand.  The  St.  Louis  newspapers  this 
morning  report  that  the  Ford  Motor  Co., 
which  up  to  this  time  has  sold  more  auto¬ 
mobiles  than  any  other  automobile  com¬ 
pany  this  year,  is  dismissing  on  the .  1st 
of  Api'il  1,700  men  from  their  St.  Louis 
plants  because  the  consumers  in  that 
territory  are  not  able  to  buy  needed  auto¬ 
mobiles. 

Of  course,  there  is  a  school  of  thought 
that  the  people  have  become  so  accus¬ 
tomed  to  high  taxes  that  they  no  longer 
pay  any  attention  and  we  can  continue 
the  program  this  budget  implements  of 
tax  and  tax  and  tax,  and  spend  and 
spend  and  spend,  and  elect  and  elect  and 
elect,  indefinitely  because  the  people 
have  become  inured  to  heavy  taxes.  But 
that  is  a  mistaken  premise  -^nd  the 
budget  before  us  now — and  I  make  the 
statement  advisedly — is  the  most  dan- 
-  gerous  budget  that  has  ever  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  any  Congress.  It  embodies  the 
greatest  spending  program  in  the  peace¬ 
time  history  of  the  Nation.  What  ren¬ 
ders  it  especially  dangerous  is  that  it 
carries  with  it  programs  for  future 
spending  that  will  unquestionably  in¬ 
volve  us  in  ever-expanding  expenditures 
in  the  years  to  come. 


In  these  appropriation  bills,  if  they 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  bud¬ 
get,  we  are  not  only  committing  the 
United  States  Treasury  to  unprecedented 
expenses  in  the  fiscal  year  1958,  but  we 
are  committing  the  Government  to  a 
program  of  spending  for  years  beyond. 
The  commitments  are  there.  They  are 
in  the  budget.  They  are  in  this  bill. 

There  are  in  the  budget  some  15  new 
items  providing  for  contributions  to  the 
States  for  purposes  for  which  the  United 
States  Government  has  never  contribut¬ 
ed  before.  We  are  not  only  asked  to 
pass  a  huge  program  for  1958,  but  we  are 
asked  to  establish  new  obligations  to 
start  new  spending  programs  never  un¬ 
dertaken  before. 

If  the  voters  are  protesting  now,  and  if 
taxpayers  are  having  trouble  adjusting 
income  to  pay  these  taxes,  what  will  be 
their  position  when  these  15  new  pro¬ 
grams  go  into  effect  and  when  these 
boom-time  money  trees  cease  to  bloom? 
Recessions  come  periodically.  We  can¬ 
not  maintain  fiood  tide  prosperity  for¬ 
ever.  If  we  have  a  year  or  two  of  reces¬ 
sion,  how  will  we  meet,  with  the  decreas¬ 
ed  income  of  the  taxpayer,  and  the  de¬ 
creased  revenues  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  commitments  of  this  program 
and,  in  addition,  all  these  other  rapidly 
expanding  programs? 

Just  take  time  to  go  through  the 
budget  and  quietly  figure  out  what  these 
commitments  will  eventually  cost.  They 
always  start  very  modestly  and,  invari¬ 
ably  we  underestimate  the  amounts  they 
will  require.  But  they  always  cost  more 
when  the  time  comes  to  pay  the  bill — 
when  the  time  comes  to  pay  the  fiddler; 
and  the  time  always  comes  when  you 
have  to  pay  the  fiddler. 

Many  men  are  leaving  today  a  dubious 
heritage  to  their  children.  We  value 
the  family  heirlooms  that  come  down  to 
us  from  past  generations.  We  appre¬ 
ciate  the  fine  old  estates,  houses,  antique 
furniture,  and  blue  chip  securities  that 
our  ancestors  leave  us.  But  today  too 
many  ancestors  are  leaving  heirlooms  in 
the  form  of  mortgages  on  the  old  home- 
place.  If  the  ancestor  cannot  today 
maintain  himself  without  mortgaging 
the  family  home,  how  will  the  children 
and  grandchildren  pay  it  off  after  the 
boom  has  passed,  and  with  decreased  in¬ 
come  and  a  mortgaged  national  econ¬ 
omy?  That  is  what  we  are  voting  on 
here  this  afternoon.  The  children  of  the 
future  would  appreciate  these  splendid 
programs  but  they  would  rather  have  a 
solvent  United  States  Government. 

Future  generations  will  not  be  for  this 
budget  and  the  astounding  thing  is  that 
nobody  else  is  for  it.  I  have  yet  to  hear 
anyone  say  they  are  for  this  budget. 
The  President  has  indicated  unmistaka¬ 
bly  that  he  would  like  to  see  the  House 
cut  it.  The  chief  fiscal  officer  of  the 
Cabinet,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
says  it  ought  to  be  cut.  Leaders  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle  say  it  ought  to  be  cut. 
There  is  a  large  representation  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  that  say  it  ought  to  be 
cut.  All  the  newspapers  advocate  re¬ 
duction.  The  Wall  Street  Journal,  the 
Journal  of  Commerce,  and  all  metro¬ 
politan  newspapers  carry  editorials  say¬ 
ing  it  ought  to  be  cut.  Nobody  is  for 
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this  budget,  but  we  are  being  asked  to 
vote  for  it  when  nobody  wants  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  my  happy  for¬ 
tune  along  with  others  here  in  the  House 
to  serve  at  a  time  when  we  did  not  have 
a  big  national  debt.  In  those  halcyon 
days  when  the  budget  came  before  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  its 
subcommittees,  we.  asked  only  one  ques¬ 
tion.  “Would  the  proposed  expenditure 
be  a  good  investment?” 

That  day  has  long  since  gone  by.  We 
have  been  through  three  world  wars. 
We  owe  the  greatest  debt  of  all  time  and 
we  are  not  appreciably  reducing  it.  The 
question  on  a  budget  estimate  today  is 
“Can  we  get  along  without  it?”  And  if 
we  can  get  along  without  it  we  should 
cut  it  out  of  the  budget  and  apply  the 
money  to  tax  reduction  and  systematic 
liquidation  of  the  public  debt?  That  is 
the  only  way  we  will  ever  stop  inflation. 
That  is  the  only  way  we  will  ever  bring 
the  dollar  back  to  parity.  That  is  the 
only  way  we  will  ever  stabilize  the  cost  of 
living.  That  is  the  only  way  we  can 
maintain  national  solvency. 

No  one  disputes  the  beneficial  effects 
of  these  welfare  programs.  But  can  we 
afford  them  in  this  national  and  inter¬ 
national  crisis? 

We  have  similar  problems  with  our 
personal  budgets.  The  family  would  like 
to  have  another  car.  It  really  would  be 
a  matter  of  economy.  We  would  save 
taxi  fare.  We  ought  to  have  new  and 
better  clothing.  It  is  good  business  to 
look  well.  You  have  to  look  prosperous 
to  be  prosperous.  The  children  are  just 
at  the  growing  age  and  ought  to  have 
better  and  more  expensive  cuts  of  meat 
on  the  dinner  table.  Childhood  diets 
should  not  be  too  monotonous.  But 
when  you  go  down  to  the  bank  to  renew 
your  note,  the  banker  is  going  to  wonder 
if  it  was  expedient  to  buy  that  extra  car 
or  that  expensive  clothing  or  to  take  that 
little  summer  vacation  to  relieve  your 
jangled  nerves. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  rule  is  changed. 
Whereas  before  the  war — when  we  had 
no  pressing  debts,  when  we  were  meet¬ 
ing  our  obligations,  when  our  total  bud¬ 
get  was  less  than  the  amount  we  pay 
today  for  interest  on  the  Federal  debt- 
then  the  only  question  wds,  “Would  this 
be  a  good  investment?”  But  today  the 
question  is,  can  we  get  along  withou.t  it? 
We  cannot  meet  every  need.  We  cannot 
finance  every  program.  We  cannot  wipe 
away  every  tear. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  has  expired. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  New  York  to 
yield  a  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentlewoman  from  Illinois. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  am  sorry  that  he  could  not  yield 
to  me  earlier,  but  I  am  very  glad  to  have 
heard  the  full  discourse.  I  want  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  gentleman  on  what  I  think 
has  been  a  most  adequate  description  of 
the  present  mood  of  the  country.  I 
would  compliment  the  gentleman,  too,  on 
his  own  indicated  promise  to  do  what  he 
can  do  to  cut  the  budget.  My  question 
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briefly  is  this.  I  remember  that  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
been  held  in  the  highest  regard  for  many 
years.  I  have  seen  it  able  to  act  to  re¬ 
duce  substantially  the  President’s  budg¬ 
et.  I  am  wondering  whether  or  not  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  who  has  just  given  such  an 
admirable  description  of  the  condition  in 
which  we  find  ourselves,  since  he  is  one 
of  the  best  qualified,  probably,  together 
with  the  gentleman  from  New  York,  to 
know  where  the  budget  could  be  cut,  will 
answer  this  question:  Could  not  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  help  the 
rest  of  the  House  by  making  the  neces¬ 
sary  substantial  cuts  in  the  budget? 

Mr.  CANNON.  That  is  what  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  has  been  doing 
for  the  last  2  months.  We  have  cut 
something  like  6  percent  from  the  bills 
already  passed  and  expect  to  cut  this 
bill  today  and  future  bills  to  even  a 
larger  precentage,  and  we  shall  appre¬ 
ciate  the  gentlewoman’s  gracious  coun¬ 
sel  and  advice  and  assistance. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Curtis]. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  think  it  was  a  pretty  good  indica¬ 
tion  of  the  real  situation  when  we  just 
witnessed  this  last  talk  about  economy 
in  general  terms,  but  without  one  single 
specific  suggestion  about  what  can  be 
done  about  it.  I  can  say  this,  and  I 
think  everyone  here  knows  it:  'There  is 
only  one  way  to  cut  a  budget  and  that  is 
to  begin  right  in  the  details  of  the  budget 
before  you. 

I  was  very  disappointed  to  have  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  which  brought  out  this  bill  talk 
for  half  an  hour  without  giving  one 
specific  instance  where  this  budget  might 
be  cut.  I  would  further  like  to  point  out 
that  if  this  budget  is  to  be  cut  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  has  to  be  staffed 
with  more  of  a  staff  than  they  presently 
have;  not  that  the  men  on  that  staff  are 
not  perfectly  capable  men,  but  the 
budget  was  cut  by  the  83d  Congress 
mainly  because  the  then  chairman  of  the 
committee  [Mr.  Taber],  adequately 
staffed  that  committee- with  a  great  deal 
of  additional  help  so  it  could  be  done. 
I  still  call  upon  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  if  he  really 
means  this  talk  about  economy,  let  hjm 
get  the  Appropriations  Committee 
staffed  so  that  we  can  pinpoint  where 
these  cuts  can  be  made. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CANNON.  In  response  to  the 
gentleman’s  statement  that  no  reference 
to  detail  has  been  made,  I  will  say  that 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Ta¬ 
ber],  to  whom  he  refers,  came  to  me  just 
now  and  suggested  that  we  hot  take  up 
the  details  in  general  debate  but  defer 
them  until  we  reach  the  amending 
stage.  I  am  merely  following  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  gentleman’s  leader. 

I  will  say  furthermore  in  response  to 
the  gentleman’s  other  statement,  that  no 
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member  of  the  Committee  has  asked  for 
information  that  he  did  not  get.  If  the 
gentleman  can  get  any  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  to  say  that  he 
has  not  received  authentic,  dependable 
and  comprehensive  information  on  any 
subject  requested  let  him  do  it  now. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Oh,  I  sus¬ 
pect  there  will  be  many  who  will  say  it, 
because  they  say  it  in  their  regular 
speeches  when  they  are  discussing  the 
details.  As  a  Member  of  this  House  who 
has  to  go  over  your  hearings  and  read 
them,  I  can  say  that  the  information  is 
frequently  inadequate.  The  reports  of 
the  Subcommittees  on  Appropriations 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  have  so  stated,  that 
they  did  not  get  sufiftciently  accurate  in¬ 
formation,  and  in  many  instances  the 
information  is  completely  inaccurate. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Ml’.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  thoroughly  believe 
what  the  gentleman  says  right  here.  If 
this  Congress  would  properly  staff  the 
Appropriations  Committee  or  some  simi¬ 
lar  committee,  we  would  save  a  thousand 
dollai’s  for  every  $10  you  put  in. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  thank  the 
gentleman,  because  we  have  proof  of  it. 
In  the  83d  Congress  they  did  cut  the 
budget  $10  billion.  It  was  not  a  meat-ax 
cut.  It  was  detail  cuts. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  am  happy  to  hear 
the  gentleman’s  statement  about  this 
staff.  The  gentleman  will  recall  that 
on  three  occasions  the  other  body  has 
passed  a  bill  that  would  do  the  very 
thing  the  gentleman  is  talking  about; 
that  would  set  up  a  joint  committee  on 
the  budget,  within  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  to  give  the  Appropriations 
Committee  the  tools  with  which  to  work. 
So,  when  they  appeared  before  you,  you 
would  be  able  to  not  only  fence  with 
them  but  to  meet  their  arguments  and 
thereby  save  untold  millions  of  dollars. 
I  have  the  honor  of  sponsoring  that  bill 
in  the  House. 

In  1952  we  had  my  bill  up  for  con¬ 
sideration  and  we  lost  by  16  votes.  Now 
is  the  time,  with  everybody  favoring 
economy,  for  us  to  revive  that  legisla¬ 
tion.  Incidentally,  that  bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  other  body  several  days  ago 
with  71  Members  of  that  body  sponsor¬ 
ing  it.  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  look 
into  that  matter  because  I  know  he  is 
very  much  interested  in  it  and  would 
like  to  have  the  tools  with  which  to  work. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

•  The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  has  expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  sorry  I  took  so  much  time 
in  rebuttal  instead  of  taking  up  some 
affirmative  matters  I  wanted  to  touch 
upon,  I  have  been  going  over  as  care¬ 
fully  as  I  can  this  budget  trying  to  pick 
out  some  items  I  knew  a  little  bit  about 
where  I  thought  there  should  be  cuts. 
There  is  shown  a  particular  area  which 
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is  one  of  the  most  difficult  areas  to 
discuss,  because  it  is  a  matter  that  is 
quite  emotional.  I  refer  to  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health.  There  is  not  a 
person  in  this  House  who  is  not  very 
much  interested  in  the  adequacy  of  the 
health  of  our  people. 

The  question  I  pose  on  all  of  these 
health  measures  or  any  measure  is  this: 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  appropriate  money. 
The  real  test  is  how  the  money  is  going 
to  be  spent  and  what  the  program  is. 

As  I  go  into  the  cuts  I  shall  propose, 
I  will  show  from  the  hearings  that  the 
people  running  these  programs  have 
said  that  they  cannot  spend  the  money 
so  fast.  They  were  given  more  money 
last  year  than  they  asked  for  and  there 
are  unobligated  balances  carried  over 
this  year.  That  is  not  resulting  in  bet¬ 
ter  health  to  our  heart  patients  nor  is 
it  an  answer  to  our  cancer  problem. 

It  is  most  amazing  to  me  that  no 
mention  is  made  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  on  these  programs  that  after  all 
the  Federal  Government  is  the  tail  that 
is  wagging  a  great  big  dog.  Our  private 
enterprise  system  is  the  primary  area 
where  we  are  going  ahead  in  connection 
with  health  and  most  everything  else. 
When  we  read  in  the  committee  hear¬ 
ings  about  the  great  advance  in  mental 
health,  we  find  that  it  has  been  due  to 
the  tranquilizer  pills  that  have  been  de¬ 
veloped  by  private  enterprise,  not  by 
these  Government  grants.  Nowhere  in 
these  hearings  is  there  any  indicaiton  of 
the  relationship  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  program  to  the  tremendous  pro¬ 
gram  being  carried  on  by  private  enter¬ 
prise.  The  Federal  Government’s  pro¬ 
grams  in  these  areas  of  necessity  must 
be  ancillary  programs  and  yet  they  are 
presented  as  if  they  were  the  basic  pro¬ 
grams.  There  is  no  information  adduced 
in  the  committee  hearings  concerning 
the  basic  programs  presently  going  on  in 
fields  of  cancer,  mental  health,  heart 
diseases,  arthritis,  and  so  forth,  in  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise.  Only  by  reading  be¬ 
tween  the  lines  is  one  aware  of  the  fact 
that  the  basic  work  is  being  done  in  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise.  In  fact  the  picture  has 
been  reversed  so  that  the  chairman  asks 
one  of  the  Government  witnesses  what 
private  enterprise  is  doing  to  cooperate 
with  the  Federal  program.  It  is  time 
we  settled  which  program  is  basic,  the 
Federal  Government  or  private  enter¬ 
prise,  and  which  ancillai’y. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  speak  for 
a  moment  about  the  staff  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  because  I  think  the 
membership  should  have  information  as 
to  just  what  the  situation  is.  We  have 
a  staff  of  approximately  30  regular  em¬ 
ployees.  It  consists  of  men  of  long  ex¬ 
perience  in  the  committee  and  with  a 
long  legislative  background.  Some  of 
them  are  graduates  of  the  FBI,  some  of 
them  have  been  taken  on  from  other 
agencies. 

We  have  no  difficulty  in  having  the 
research  work  that  is  required  by  the 
committee  done  by  those  men.  They 
cover  the  field  in  magnificent  style. 

There  is  not  a  single  thing  in  the 
bill  that  was  sent  over  here  by  the  other 
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body  which  in  the  slightest  degree  would 
help  the  Appropriations  Committee  in 
getting  at  anything.  It  provides  for  a 
joint  setup  of  research  people  which 
would  be  simply  a  duplication  of  effort, 
and  I  am  afraid  that  it  would  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  other  body  so  that  we 
would  get  nowhere  and  have  no  infor¬ 
mation  that  could  possibly  be  used  suc¬ 
cessfully  by  us.  It  would  permit  in¬ 
creases  in  appropriations  by  the  other 
body  to  be  promoted  beyond  endurance. 

Now,  those  of  us  who  wish  to  keep  ap¬ 
propriations  down  do  not  want  to  see 
that  kind  of  a  bill  pass  and,  for  my  part, 
I  cannot  be  a  party  to  it.  That  bill 
would  not  provide  for  investigators  of 
the  type  that  we  used  in  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  slightest  degree.  They 
could  not  come  within  the  provisions 
of  that  bill.  They  could  not  be  of  the 
slightest  use.  We  have  the  authority 
at  the  present  time  to  hire  all  the  re¬ 
search  people  and  the  investigators  that 
could  possibly  and  intelligently  be  used, 
and  we  do  not  need  any  other  legislation 
to  bring  it  about. 

That  is  a  situation  that  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with,  and  I  hope  that  those  who 
are  interested  in  saving  a  dollar  wher¬ 
ever  it  can  be  done  will  not  support 
something  that  would  work  in  the  other 
direction. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mij.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  v 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  want  to  say  this  in 
all  fairness  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]  and  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]  ;  regardless 
of  all  the  publicity  that  might  have  gone 
to  any  Member  of  the  body  as  far  as 
cutting  Federal  expenditures  of  our 
budget  is  concei-ned,  in  the  17  years  that 
I  have  been  in  this  Congress  I  do  not 
know  of  any  two  men  who  have  done 
more  as  a  team  to  cut  down  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  than  have  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]. 
Every  time  we  have  had  a  complaint 
about  an  agency  running  wild,  whether 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  was  chair¬ 
man  or  toe  gentleman  from  Missouri  was 
chairmOT,  they  have  asked  for  an  inves¬ 
tigation  of  that  agency  to  be  made,  and 
the  various  personnel  were  acquired  and 
hired  and  reports  were  issued,  and  those 
reports  were  made  public  so  that  any 
Member  of  the  Congress  could  see  them. 
I  think  the  gentlemen  should  be  compli¬ 
mented. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  gentleman  has 
stated  the  situation  as  it  exists. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Unfortunately  my  at¬ 
tention  was  diverted  and  I  did  not  hear 
all  the  gentleman  had  to  say  in  reply  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missom-i  [Mr. 
Curtis]  and  the  remarks  that  I  made. 
But,  I  did  hear  the  gentleman  say  in  ef¬ 
fect  that  the  proposed  joint  committee 
on  the  budget  was  not  necessary:  that 
you  had  that  authority  now,  and  that 
you  had  all  of  the  necessary  experts  and 
so  forth.  Is  that  correct? 


Mr.  TABER.  No.  I  said  that  we  had 
a  research  staff  composed  of  the  clerks 
of  the  committee,  working  on  the  dif¬ 
ferent  subcommittees,  that  were  entirely 
competent  and  able  to  do  the  research 
work  that  we  needed,  and  that  the  bill 
that  was  i>assed  by  the  other  body  re¬ 
lated  entirely  to  research  people  and 
would  be  just  a  duplication  without  giv¬ 
ing  us  any  additional  information.  It 
would  be  under  the  control  of  the  other 
body,  and  we  would  not  have  first  crack 
at  it  nor  be  able  to  handle  it  in  such  a 
way  that  it  would  do  us  any  good. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Now,  if  the  gentleman 
will  bear  with  me,  the  gentleman  says 
that  he  has  all  the  clerks  that  he  re¬ 
quires.  Now  we  are  complaining  about 
this  gargantuan  budget  of  the  President. 
Is  it  not  true  that  the  President  has  a 
Budget  Bureau  of  between  400  and  500 
employees? 

Mr.  TABER.  Something  like  400.  I 
cannot  remember  exactly. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
us  now  what  the  other  body  and  this 
body  in  the  Congress  have  in  the  way  of 
Appropriation  Committee  employees? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  do  not  know  what  they 
have.  They  have  a  very  substantial 
number,  but  I  do  not  think  they  have  as 
many  as  we  have. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Well,  I  am  afraid  the 
gentleman  did  not  understand.  How 
many  do  the  Committees  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  two  Houses  have? 

Mr.  TABER.  Thq  two  Appropriations 
Committees,  I  would  say,  have  50  to  75, 
without  getting  into  the  investigatorial 
staff.  The  investigatorial  staff  in  the 
House  I  know  about. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Would  the  gentleman 
tell  us  how  many  that  is  in  the  House? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  cannot  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man,  because  it  is  operated  on  this  basis: 
There  is  a  director  of  investigation  and 
an  assistant,  and  clerical  help  of  some¬ 
where  around  3  to  4,  maybe  5. 

At  the  present  time  they  draw  on  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  General  Accounting  Of¬ 
fice,  the  FBI  and  on  certain  occasions 
other  agencies;  and  often  people  from 
the  outside  have  been  called  in. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  The  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  has  mentioned  the  400  and 
some  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  as  compared  with  the  number 
that  we  have  in  the  House.  That  does 
not  seem  to  make  hi^  argument  sound, 
because  the  Budget  people  come  up 
here,  having  a  much  higher  number 
of  employees,  400  and  more  people,  ap¬ 
parently  ti-ying  to  find  where  to  spend 
money,  and  when  they  come  up  here  and 
see  our  30  employees  we  find  we  are  able 
to  reduce  that  budget.  I  do  not  believe 
the  question  of  the  number  of  employees 
on  the  staff  has  anything  to  do  with  the 
question  of  economy. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr,  COLMER.  The  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow]  has 
just  made  an  observation  that  I  do  not 
think  would  stand  up  under  considera¬ 


tion,  with  all  due  deference  to  him.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  400  or  500  em¬ 
ployees  as  against  30  employees  down 
here,  but  they  are  responsible  to  the 
various  spending  agencies.  We  here  in 
the  House  are  responsible  to  the  tax¬ 
payers.  The  very  people  the  gentleman 
is  talking  about  employing  who  are  in 
these  departments,  to  do  research  or 
investigation  work,  come  from  the  very 
departments  we  are  tiding  to  cut. 

Would  the  gentleman  permit  this  spe¬ 
cific  question?  I  am  sure  there  is  no 
one  in  this  House  on  either  side  of  the 
aisle  who  has  a  greater  admiration  for 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  of  the  House 
than  have  I  when  it  comes  to  this  ques¬ 
tion.  But  I  have  never  been  able  to  un¬ 
derstand  his  position  on  this  matter. 
Specifically,  would  the  gentleman  un¬ 
dertake  to  tell  use  here  and  now  that  if 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  had 
an  adequate  staff  of  independent  investi¬ 
gators  responsible  only  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States,  working  continuously 
on  this  job  of  investigating,  watchdog¬ 
ging,  they  could  not  be  of  great  benefit 
to  the  great  Committees  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  in  finding  places  in  this  budget 
where  we  can  cut? 

Mr.  TABER.  Frankly,  I  would  be 
afraid  that  they  would  be  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  raising  appropriations  than  in 
cutting  them  down,  with  that  kind  of  a 
setup.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
I  do  not  feel  favorably  toward  the  bill. 
That  bill  does  not  relate  to  investigators, 
it  relates  only  to  clerical  staff  and  re¬ 
search. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Oh,  no;  I  am  afraid 
the  gentleman  has  not  studied  the  bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  do  not  have  it  before 
me,  or  I  would  point  out  where  what  I 
have  said  is  true. 

Mr.  COLMER.  If  I  had  the  time,  so 
could  I.  But  I  am  laboring  at  a  disad¬ 
vantage  here.  I  think  if  I  had  the  time 
I  could  hold  up  my  own  end  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  a  little  bit  better.  But  I  am  sure 
that  the  gentleman  does  not  mean  to 
say  that  if  'he  had  an  adequate  staff  of 
experts  and  research  men  who  were  re¬ 
sponsible  to  his  committee,  and  respon¬ 
sible  to  this  joint  committee,  that  they 
would  work  contrary  to  the  purpose  for 
which  we  employed  them. 

Mr.  TABER.  That  bill  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  that  situation,  and  I  do  not  see 
how  it  would  work. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Irrespective  of  any 
other  bill  or  any  other  staffing  by  any 
other  group,  is  it  not  a  fact  when  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  was  chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  in  the  83d  Congress,  with  the 
proper  staff  the  gentleman  had,  he  was 
able  to  go  through  that  budget  and  cut 
the  budget  by  $10  billions? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  think  we  accomplished 
that,  yes,  but  that  is  not  what  is  being 
proposed  by  the  other  body. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  agree  with  that,  but 
with  the  staff  the  gentleman  had  he 
could  do  that? 

Mr.  TABER.  We  could. 
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Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Right  on  that  point, 
the  gentleman  would  recall,  I  am  sure, 
that  that  was  done  not  through  any  staff 
the  gentleman’s  committee  had  speci¬ 
fically  but  through  a  little  coalition  of 
economy-minded  Members  of  this  House 
who  largely  provided  their  own  staff. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  had  between  90  and 
100  persons  on  the  staff  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  investigating,  and 
they  were  working  all  the  time  through 
that  period. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
COLMERl. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
graciousness  on  the  part  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  New  York  in 
yielding  to  me  under  these  circumstances 
is  indicative  and  characteristic  of  his 
splendid  conduct  in  this  House  always. 

I  am  at  a  loss,  in  view  of  the  very 
high  regard  I  have  for  him  and  the  very 
splendid  job  he  has  done,  to  understand 
his  opposition  to  this  so-called  joint 
committee  on  the  budget. 

There  are  so  many  things  I  should  like 
to  say  in  the  few  minutes  I  have  that 
I  just  have  to  hit  a  little  at  random.  In 
the  first  place,  the  argument  is  made  by 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
York  here,  as  it  has  been  made  by  him 
and  others  in  the  past,  that  the  House 
would  surrender  its  power  of  initiating 
appropriations  if  this  joint  committee 
were  set  up.  I  just  cannot  understand 
that. 

In  the  first  place,  under  the  bill  I  am 
sponsoring  this  joint  committee  would 
be  made  up  under  and  from  the  two 
committees  on  appropriations,  from  the 
House  and  the  Senate.  Bearing  in  mind 
the  constitutional  prerogatives  of  the 
House  in  initiating  appropriations,  my 
bill  provides  that  9  Members  of  the  House 
shall  constitute  the  House  contribution 
to  that  committee  from  the  Appropria¬ 
tions-  Committee,  as  against  7  Members 
from  the  other  body ;  and  moreover,  that 
the  chairmanship  of  that  joint  commit¬ 
tee  shall  remain  permanently  in  the 
House. 

Because  of  the  intense  interest  in  the 
other  body,  I  have  reason  to  believe  that 
the  other  body  will  go  along  with  that 
disproportionate  arrangement  as  far  as 
the  two  bodies  are  concerned.  I  know 
that  the  Members  of  the  other  body  are 
evaluated  more  highly  in  some  quarters, 
possibly,  because  they,  like  gold,  are  fewer 
In  number  and  possibly  have  a  better- 
press.  But  I  am  not  ready  to  confess 
any  such  inferiority  complex  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned  as  a  Member  of  this  body. 
I  cannot  understand  the  thing  that  we 
are  confronted  with  so  many  times  in 
this  House,  “Well,  we  did  the  best  we 
could,  but  the  other  body  overwhelmed 
us.”  On  an  equal  basis,  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  that  and  I  certainly  could  not  un¬ 
derstand  how  7  Members  of  the  other 
body  could  overrule  9  Members  from  this 
side  with  the  chairman  on  the  House  side. 

I  just  cannot  believe  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  New  York  who 
has  done  such  yeoman  service  in  this 
cause — he  is  no  new  convert  to  this  econ¬ 
omy  wave,  he  has  been  practicing  and 


preaching  it  all  along — ^but  I  cannot  un¬ 
derstand  how  he  can  take  the  position 
that  if  he  had  a  staff  of  competent  ex¬ 
perts,  men  who  were  experts  in  their 
fields  working  for  his  committee,  it  would 
not  give  him  a  better  opportunity  to  fence 
with  and  to  answer  the  arguments  of  the 
brass,  so-called,  and  the  bureaucrats,  so- 
called.  Certainly,  with  a  group  of 
pei-manent  staff  who  would  be  on  the  job 
the  year  around  and  who  would  be  re¬ 
sponsible  not  to  the  bm-eau,  not  to  the 
President,  but  responsible  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States,  that  commit¬ 
tee  would  be  in  a  better  position  when 
they  got  to  writing  up  their  bills. 

I  want  to  point  out  another  thing  that 
has  not  been  brought  out  in  this  col¬ 
loquy,  and  that  is  that  up  until  the  time 
I  brought  this  joint  committee  bill  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  in  1952,  that  ap¬ 
propriations  committee  of  the  House,  and 
largely  of  the  Senate,  had  a  very  small 
group  of  clerks — yes,  efficient  men,  good 
men,  men  who  were  doing  a  good  job  and 
who  were  responsible  to  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  but  who  were  largely 
housekeepers  and  clerks,  markup  clerks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

When  we  brought  that  bill  here,  it 
looked  like  we  might  pass  it.  What  did 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  do? 
They  came  in,  may  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Ohio,  with  an  amendment  to  a 
pending  appropriation  bill  which  set  up 
$250,000  to  employ  additional  staff.  I 
have  not  been  able  to  find  out  whether 
they  ever  used  that  money  or  not  al¬ 
though  I  queried  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
recently  when  he  was  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules.  In  my  judgment,  and  I 
may  be  wrong,  but  you  pass  judgment  on 
it  yourselves  on  your  responsibility,  the 
point  I  am  trying  to  bring  out  is  that 
when  these  bureaus  come  up  here  before 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  the 
committee  sitting  there  in  subcommittee 
with  one  or  two  clerks,  members  of  the 
committee  are  largely  at  the  mercy  of 
those  who  appear,  advocating  and  up¬ 
holding  the  recommendations  in  that 
budget.  If  I  am  wrong,  I  shall  be  willing 
to  admit  it.  But  here  I  think  is  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  do  something  about  this  by 
giving  the  House  the  same  kind  of  tools 
to  work  with  that  you  give  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  After  all,  we  are 
responsible  for  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  for  giving  me  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Eve¬ 
ning  Star  on  Saturday,  March  23,  car¬ 
ried  an  editorial  captioned  “Dangerous 
Budget.” 

After  brief  references  to  Senator 
Byrd's  criticism  of  the  1958  budget,  it 
had  this  to  say: 

The  essential  point  which  Senator  Byrd 
makes  is  that  this  budget  is  dangerous  in 
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the  extreme  because  it  entrenches  wasteful 
spending  and  embarks  on  many  new  projects 
which  will  compel  larger  and  larger  budgets 
as  the  years  go  on. 

The  editorial  continued: 

If  this  is  correct,  and  we  think  it  is,  it  is 
this  continually  rising  trend  in  expenditures 
which  passes  the  great  threat.  Unless  the 
trend  is  checked,  more  inOatlon  and  higher 
living  costs  are  inevitable,  and  in  the  end  we 
may  find  ourselves  deep  in  the  hair  curling 
depression  to  which  Secretary  Humphrey  has 
alluded. 

Nothing  more  clearly  justifies  Senator 
Byrd’s  reference  to  the  1958  budget  as 
“dangerous”  than  a  careful  review  of  the 
report  of  the  Appropriation  Committee 
by  Mr.  Fogarty,  on  the  Departments  of 
Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  related  agencies  appropriation 
bill  1958,  dated  March  21,  1957. 

Generally  speaking,  it  appears  that 
this  committee  has  exercised  consider¬ 
able  diligence  in  justifying  its  reasons 
for  curtailing  requested  amounts  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  various  agencies. 

But  in  explanation  of  their  inability  to 
make  more  than  mere  gestures  toward 
reductions,  the  following  paragraph  is 
significant : 

Most  of  the  salary  and  exp>ense  items  in 
the  bill  show  Increases  in  1958  over  1957. 
That  is,  in  several  instances,  due  mainly 
to  increased  workload  placed  on  these  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  by  the  substantial 
expansion  of  many  of  their  programs  by  the 
last  Congress,  such  as  the  amendments  to  the 
Social  Security  Act,  Increase  in  the  minimum 
wage,  the  new  Walter  Pollution  Control  Act, 
etc. 

In  most  instances,  however,  these  increases 
are  made  up  largely  of  mandatory  Increases 
in  costs.  The  most  significant  of  these  is 
the  new  and  mandatory  item  of  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  civil  service  retirement  fund, 
which  will  be  an  expense  in  1968  but  not  in 
1957.  This  one  new  item  of  expense  amounts 
to  approximately  $10  million  for  salaries 
provided  in  this  bill. 

When  we  review  the  acts  of  former 
sessions  of  Congress  revealing  1  by  1  into 
the  hundreds  the  creation  of  new  bu¬ 
reaus,  new  agencies,  new  wage  levels, 
new  welfare  schemes,  and  accompanying 
pressures  for  added  Federal  employees 
requiring  housing,  working  facilities, 
travel  allowances,  shorter  work  weeks, 
insurance  protection,  medical  and  hos¬ 
pital  care,  and  retirement  benefits,  it  is 
little  wonder  that  the  cost  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  far  outgrown  the  financial 
ability  of  the  taxpaying  public  to  as¬ 
sume.  And  because  of  recurrent  and 
continued  pressure  by  organized  groups 
to  attain  an  advantage  over  the  last 
one  so  provided  for,  we  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  seem  unable  to  appraise  these  re¬ 
quests  in  the  light  of  future  costs,  as 
Government  grows  steadily  bigger, 
manned  by  an  ever  increasing  number  of 
civilian  employees. 

Nor  is  this  trend  confined  to  con¬ 
tinental  United  States.  Overseas  agen¬ 
cies  are  just  as  prone,  to  measure  their 
success  by  finding  new  projects  to  ex¬ 
pand  their  activities  in  order  to  justify 
more  employees  and  increase  their  budg¬ 
et  demands  year  by  year,  thereby  plac¬ 
ing  their  employees  in  position  to  build 
for  themselves  substantial  retirement 
benefits. 
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With  American  citizens  working  2  days 
of  each  week  to  contribute  to  Govern¬ 
ment  costs,  what  have  they  to  look  for¬ 
ward  to  if  the  present  trends  of  in¬ 
creased  Federal  employment  plus  the 
cost  of  retirement  privilege  makes  future 
huge  budgets  mandatory? 

The  Appropriations  Committee  has 
faced  this  situation  head  on  and  sounded 
the  warning  in  terms  no  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  can  fail  to  understand. 

Since  this  report  deals  entirely  with 
civil  agencies,  it  makes  no  reference  to 
foreign  aid  or  to  national  defense.  To 
the  extent  to  which  civilian  employees 
are  engaged  in  the  Armed  Forces  and 
economic  and  technical  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
grams,  there  is  little  doubt  that  the  same 
tendency  prevails  wherever  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  are  engaged. 

The  spending  habit  seems  to  have  im¬ 
paired  the  good  judgment  of  legislators 
and  public  officials  charged  with  the  cus¬ 
tody  of  other  people’s  money.  What 
chance  has  the  taxpayer  who  is  at  the 
mercy  of  a  spendthrift  Congress?  And 
what  chance  has  he  of  tax  relief  when 
the  Congress  continues  to  authorize  an 
ever-growing  peacetime  budget  with  in¬ 
creasing  mandatory  items? 

People  in  my  district  are  losing  faith 
in  their  Government  because  of  this  huge 
peacetime  budget.  They  say  plainly  un¬ 
less  present  officials  show  some  success  in 
reducing  present  spending,  they  can,  and 
will,  be  replaced  by  candidates  who  are 
definitely  committed  to  reduce  both  taxes 
and  public  spending.  They  have  come 
to  realize  that  the  Congress  is  primarily 
responsible  for  the  fix  we  are  in  and  are 
acutely  aware  that  only  the  Congress  has 
the  power  to  tighten  the  purse  strings. 

But  what  can  he  do  about  it  when 
the  officials  he  elects  to  Congress  on  their 
promises  to  practice  economy,  close  their 
eyes  to  all  pleas  for  economy  and  suc¬ 
cumb  to  pressures  of  selfish  groups  seek¬ 
ing  subsidies  or  donations  for  their  im¬ 
mediate  ends?  If  he  votes  as  he  now 
feels,  the  next  Congress  will  greet  many 
new  faces. 

Extravagant  habits  of  the  past  several 
administraitons  have  at  last  become 
common  knowledge  of  the  average  United 
States  citizen.  Members  who  aspire  to 
return  to  Congress  will  do  well  to  heed 
the  handwriting  on  the  wall. 

At  no  time  dming  the  last  two  decades 
have  the  people  of  this  Nation  reacted  in 
such  universally  critical  terms  against 
the  abuses  of  taxing  and  spending  powers 
by  Government  officeholders. 

It  is  high  time  these  elected  and  ap¬ 
pointed  officials  in  all  branches  of  our 
Government  awaken  to  the  fact  that  this 
is  still  a  democratic  country  where  an 
informed  public,  aroused  and  resentful, 
are  not  barred  from  expending  their  dis¬ 
satisfaction  at  the  polls. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  again,  regard¬ 
less  of  past  influences  and  pressures  from 
whatever  source,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  empowered  by  the  Con¬ 
stitution  with  the  enactment  of  laws, 
the  levying  of  taxes,  and  a  determination 
of  budgets,  cannot  evade  its  responsibil¬ 
ity  for  the  existing  overmanned  bureauc¬ 
racy  that  constitutes  our  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  today.  Just  as  the  Congress 
must  bear  the  responsibility  for  its  crea¬ 


tion,  so  do  the  American  people  demand 
that  the  Congress  take  immediate  steps 
to  reduce  Federal  Government  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  consistent  with  the 
demands  of  peacetime  economy. 

The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Colmer]  has  just  remarked  when  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  bureaus  appear  before 
our  committee  that  the  members  of  the 
committee  are  at  their  mercy. 

If  this  be  true,  it  is  entirely  due  to  the 
growing  tendency  of  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  after  years  of  experience  and  ob¬ 
servation  of  bureaucratic  methods,  to 
still  subvert  their  own  judgment  to  the 
appeals  of  the  bureau  spokesmen. 

Just  as  long  as  the  Congress  permits 
the  creation  of  more  bureaus  and  more 
civil  employees,  just  so  long  will  they 
face  demands  for  annually  increasing 
budgets. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Gavin], 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
believe  anybody  can  question  my  sin¬ 
cerity  about  effecting  economy  in  the 
conduct  of  our  Government,  and  in  re¬ 
ducing  taxes  to  give  relief  to  the  long- 
suffering  American  people  who  have 
willingly  and  generously  carried  the  bur¬ 
dens  and  responsibilities  of  unfortunate 
people  all  over  the  world  and  have  done 
so  to  the  extent  of  many  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  over  the  past  10  or  more  years. 
There  will  be  many  places  to  make  cuts 
on  appropriation  bills.  I  will  be  anxious 
to  see  the  attitude  and  thinking  of  the 
membership,  particularly  when  we  come 
to  the  foreign  aid  appropriation  of  some 
$4  billion.  There  will  be  an  opportunity 
to  really  make  some  effective  and  sub¬ 
stantial  reductions  that  may  be  of  ma¬ 
terial  help  in  balancing  the  budget  and 
affording  relief  to  the  American  tax¬ 
payers. 

I  am  particularly  interested  in  our 
aged  people  who,  in  the  declining  years 
of  their  life,  need  our  assistance.  On 
page  32  of  the  bill  it  states: 

GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 

Grants  to  States  for  old-age  assistance, 
aid  to  dependent  children,  aid  to  the  blind, 
and  aid  to  permanent  and  permanently  dis¬ 
abled. 

Those  are  deserving  old  people  and 
others  who  need  our  help.  I  know  that 
the  appropriation  established  is  $1,600,- 
000,000.  The  question  I  would  like  to 
propound  to  my  distinguished  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty],  whom  I  want  to  compliment 
on  his  very  fine  work  over  a  long  period 
of  years,  in  behalf  of  programs  of  health 
and  welfare.  He  has  by  his  untiring 
work  earned  and  deserves  the  highest 
commendations  of  the  membership  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  if 
the  $1,600,000,000  grants  to  States  will 
maintain  the  average  national  pension 
now  received  by  our  aged,  blind,  depend¬ 
ent  children,  and  other  people.  Is  it 
adequate,  I  would  like  to  be  assured,  to 
take  care  of  them  as  they  have  been 
taken  care  of  in  the  past? 

Mr.  FOGARTY,  The  budget  request 
was  $1,679,000,000.  It  also  asked  for  $2,- 
500,000  for  a  training  program  of  per¬ 


sonnel  in  the  public  assistance  program. 
They  also  asked  for  $2,080,000  for  a  new 
program  in  cooperative  research  to  find 
better  methods  of  dealing  with  these 
people  on  public  assistance.  With  the 
enactment  of  the  social  security  amend¬ 
ments  last  year,  it  was  the  feeling  of  the 
committee  that  with  those  two  projects, 
$2,500,000  and  $2,080,000,  and  with  the 
new  social  security  amendments,  this 
would  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Federal  Government.  It  is 
$200  million  more  than  they  had  avail¬ 
able  in  1957.  If  it  turns  out  that  we 
have  a  depression  or  a  recession  or  some¬ 
thing  like  that  and  more  people  go  on 
the  public -assistance  rolls,  then  it  will 
l3e  the  responsibility  of  the  Congress  to 
meet  that  workload,  because  of  some 
such  situation. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
We  have  a  deep  and  sympathetic  inter¬ 
est  in  all  of  the  people  of  the  free  world, 
but  we  should  look  after  our  own  people 
who  are  in  need  of  assistance.  If  there 
is  going  to  be  any  reduction  in  the  budg¬ 
et,  let  us  see  that  no  attempts  are  made 
that  would  cause  additional  hardships  to 
these  people  who  in  the  declining  years 
of  their  lives  need  our  help.  I  am  glad 
that  the  gentleman  has  assured  me  that 
the  $1,600,000,000  is  adequate  to  take 
care  of  their  requirements  during  the 
coming  year. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross]. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
deeply  concerned  by  the  growing  in¬ 
creases  in  the  payroll  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment.  In  1952,  as  I  recall,  the  payroll 
was  down  to  approximately  2  million 
civilian  employees.  Today  it  is  more 
than  2,400,000.  And  I  take  no  consola¬ 
tion  from  the  fact  that  apparently  this 
bill  provides — I  hope  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  will  correct  me  if  I 
am  wrong — for  an  increase  of  some  1,200 
new  employees — additions  to  the  payroll. 

I  am  not  only  concerned  but  I  am 
irritated  by  the  fact,  in  addition  to  these 
personnel  increases,  that  are  going  on 
not  only  in  this  bill  but  in  other  bills, 
‘that  Congress  is  approving  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  consultants  and  engineering 
management  firms  all  over  the  land¬ 
scape.  I  ckll  the  attention  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  to  his  own  re¬ 
marks  in  the  hearings  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty.  You  have  had  a  management 
consultant  team  come  in  and  make  a  sur¬ 
vey  of  the  Department  of  Labor.  Whatever 
happened  as  a  result  of  that? 

So  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  read  the 
hearings,  no  answer  was  provided  as  to 
what  happened  as  a  result  of  this  man¬ 
agement  team  being  employed  in  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

Turning  further  into  the  hearings  I 
call  attention  to  pages  266  and  267  of 
the  hearings.  Look  at  the  experts  and 
management  consultants  that  were  em¬ 
ployed  in  1956  by  the  Department  of 
Labor.  The  chairman  of  the  subcom- 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


mittee  asked  that  they  be  identified. 
They  are  identified  as  to  name  and  that 
is  all.  I  do  not  know  what  their  quali¬ 
fications  were  for  the  jobs  they  held. 
I  wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  can  tell  me,  are  these  con¬ 
sultants  and  experts  all  college  profes¬ 
sors,  or  what  are  they? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  cannot  tall'  the 
gentleman.  It  is  your  Seci’etary  of 
Labor  who  hired  them. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  scarcely  an 
answer. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  were  hired 
without  consulting  the  committee,  I 
might  say,  and  this  survey  was  made 
without  consultation  with  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  having  known  it  was  going  on, 
I  did  ask  that  question  this  year  in  the 
hearings,  “What  savings,  if  any,  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  these  surveys  that  have  been 
made.”  And,  the  answer  was  “Just  better 
management  in  the  department.”  That 
was  about  the  best  answer  we  could  get. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  recall  the  hiring  of  a 
management-engineering  firm  by  the 
Department  of  State  some  3  or  4  years 
ago — 1953,  I  believe  it  was.  They  em¬ 
ployed  Heller  &  Associates  and  paid  them 
at  the  rate  of  approximately  $5,000  per 
man-month.  Still  employment  in  the 
State  Department  goes  up  and  up,  as  it 
apparently  will  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  if  this  bill  is  enacted. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  did  the  same 
thing  in  the  Post  Office,  did  they  not? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  they  did.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  gentleman  can  tell  me  what 
all  these  consultants  and  experts  cost? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  I  remember,  I 
do  not  believe  we  got  any  costs. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  will  say  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  that  when  this 
bill  comes  under  the  5 -minute  rule  I  am 
going  to  offer  an  amendment  which  in 
effect  will  provide  that  no  consultants 
or  so-called  experts  can  be  hired  with¬ 
out  coming  to  the  proper  committee  of 
the  Congress  to  justify  their  hiring.  I 
will  offer  that  as  an  amendment,  and  I 
hope  the  gentleman  will  accept  it,  be¬ 
cause  I  am  getting  sick  and  tired  of  see¬ 
ing  management-consultant  firms  hired 
and  these  firms  paid  as  high  as  $5,000 
per  man-month. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  I  wonder  if  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  can  offer 
any  comment,  general  or  specific,  which 
accounts  for  the  1,200  added  employees. 
Is  this  supposed  to  be  all  attributed  to 
new  authorizations  by  the  Congress? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  the  entire  bill, 
you  mean? 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  great  majority 
of  it,  I  will  say  at  least  90  pei’cent,  is  at¬ 
tributable  to  legislation  that  most  of  us 
voted  for  by  big  majorities  in  the  last 
couple  of  years.  The  easiest  way  to  do 
something  about  these  appropriations, 
especially  in  a  bill  like  this,  is  to  repeal 
some  of  these  bills  that  we  voted  for  in 
the  last  couple  of  years.  That  is  the 
easiest  way  and  the  most  direct  way  to 
approach  the  whole  problem. 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  address 
one  other  question  to  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  that  is  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  proposed  building  for  the 
Social  Security  Administration  at  Balti¬ 
more.  I  believe  the  gentleman  said  that 
they  were  spending  $1  million  a  month 
in  rent. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  $1  million  a 
year. 

Mr,  GROSS.  Rather,  $1  million  a 
year. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  told  us  it  would 
save  the  trust  fund  $100,000  a  month, 
which  would  be  $1.2  million  a  year,  if 
they  were  allowed  to  go  ahead  and  build 
that  building,  which  is  not  coming  out 
of  the  Federal  Treasury  but  is  coming 
out  of  the  trust  fund  itself,  at  a  cost  of 
some  $27  million  or  $28  million. 

Mr.  GROSS.  May  I  ask  the  reason 
why  this  building  is  not  being  con¬ 
structed? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Because,  apparently, 
of  the  philosophy  of  the  administration 
that  they  are  cutting  down  on  all  build¬ 
ings  and  because  of  the  inflationary 
period  that  we  are  in  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Then,  I  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  will  agree  with  me  that  it  is 
just  as  inflationary  to  dig  a  hole  in  the 
ground  here  in  Washington  and  fill  it  up 
with  a  big  new  House  office  building,  ex¬ 
tend  the  front  of  the  Capitol  to  the  tune 
of  about  $40  million,  build  a  brand  new 
office  building  for  the  other  body,  and 
build  a  $57  million  State  Department 
building.  Is  that  not  considered  to  be 
inflationary? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Well,  you  will  have 
to  ask  the  President  that,  I  guess,  be¬ 
cause  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
made  these  decisions  on  what  to  cut  out 
and  what  to  allow. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  the  gentleman 
will  agree  with  me,  will  he  not,  that  it  is 
just  as  inflationary  to  build  a  building 
in  Washington  as  it  is  to  build  a  building 
in  Baltimore? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  just  do  not  happen 
to  believe  it  is  inflationary  to  build  these 
buildings.  I  disagree  with  that  philos¬ 
ophy.  I  do  not  agree  with  it  at  all. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  think  it  is  probably 
inflationary,  but  if  building  is  to  be 
stopped  for  that  reason,  I  am  ready,  will¬ 
ing,  and  able  to  help  stop  the  building 
of  the  new  House  office  building  and  all 
the  rest  of  these  buildings  here  in 
Washington. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  VURSELLl. 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  apd  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  after 
reading  a  few  hundred  pages  of  these 
hearings,  I  decided  that  legislatively  this 
Congress  is  dealing  with  a  giant  in  this 
bill  and  I  am  just  hopeful  that  we  will 
have  the  courage  to  win  the  fight.  I 
was  really  amazed  at  the  liberality  of  the 
approach  of  those  in  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  they  have  an  in¬ 
satiable  desire  to  build  up  a  legislative 
kingdom  of  their  own,  and  unless  they 
are  stopped  and  trussed  up,  in  my  judg- 
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ment  they  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
dominating  too  much  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment. 

I  may  be  mistaken,  but  I  do  not  think 
I  am,  when  I  say  that  we  are  dealing 
with  a  group  of  agencies  under  Mr.  Fol¬ 
som  that  numbers  in  employees  over  50.- 
200.  I  have  looked  into  the  matter  some¬ 
what  and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  in 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  they  were  asking  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  employment  of  about  5,548.  I 
understand  the  committee  has  cut  that 
down  considerably  and  I  want  to  compli¬ 
ment  them  for  their  splendid  work. 

I  looked  into  the  subject  of  research. 
On  every  page  it  was  research  this  and 
research  that.  They  want  to  do  research 
to  see  if  they  could  better  the  training 
of  social  workers;  research  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  retarded  speech  of  children;  re¬ 
search  in  the  subject  of  the  aged;  re¬ 
search  in  juvenile  delinquency.  I  was  so 
amazed  at  the  amount  of  research  that 
they  asked  to  do  that  I  asked  them  to 
tell  me  if  they  could  how  much  in  dol¬ 
lars  was  in  this  bill  for  research,  as 
they  presented  it  to  the  committee. 
They  may  be  mistaken,  or  I  may  be  mis¬ 
taken,  but  the  figures  I  got  totaled  $163 
million  for  research. 

I  am  wondering  with  all  of  the  re¬ 
search  being  done  along  medical  and 
other  lines  if  it  is  necessary  for  this  or¬ 
ganization  to  get  into  the  research  field 
as  deeply  as  they  have,  and  I  hope  some¬ 
thing  will  be  done  by  amendment  or 
otherwise  that  will  stop  some  of  this 
research. 

In  addition,  I  noticed  the  other  day  in 
the  committee,  with  all  that  we  have 
done  for  the  education  of  the  people, 
that  it  was  decided  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  must  get  into  the  library  busi¬ 
ness  and.  into  the  extension  of  library 
services  all  over  the  Nation.  It  seems  to 
me  that  we  can  get  the  people  sufficiently 
educated  with  all  we  are  now  doing  for 
education  without  taking  up  this  new 
program  and  this  new  commitment. 
True,  maybe  they  want  only  $5  million, 
but  it  is  the  camel  getting  its  nose  under 
the  tent;  it  mushrooms  and  mushrooms. 

I  am  wondering,  when  they  get  into 
research  in  delinquency  if  this  Depart¬ 
ment  feels  that  it  ought  to  take  over  all 
of  the  responsibilities  of  the  parents  and 
the  schools,  the  matter  of  retarded 
speech  in  children,  et  cetera. 

Through  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  alone  we  have  contributed  to  the 
feeding  of  the  children  $293,600,000  last 
year.  In  addition,  we  haul  them  to 
school  and  take  them  back  from  school. 
After  that  is  over  and  they  go  into  col¬ 
lege,  through  the  College  Housing  Act 
we  borrow  money  at  3.5  percent,  3.6  per¬ 
cent,  or  3.75  percent  and  loan  it  at  2.78 
percent,  at  a  loss,  to  help  the  colleges 
build  dormitories  for  the  students.  Yet 
with  all  of  our  high  schools,  all  of  our 
colleges,  everything  that  we  have  done 
for  youth,  this  organization  wants  to 
step  in  and  take  over  a  part  of  the  duties 
of  parenthood  in  the  homes  of  this  Na¬ 
tion.  I  hope,  as  we  read  the  bill,  we  will 
be  able  to  cut  many  millions  of  unneces¬ 
sary  waste  in  this  bill  off  of  the  burdened 
backs  of  the  taxpayers. 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  LanhamI. 

(Mr.  LANHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
service  on  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  has  been  both  interesting  and  a 
revelation,  in  a  sense.  I  want  to  say 
for  the  chairmen  of  our  committee,  Mr. 
Cannon  and  Mr.  Taber,  in  reply  to  some 
purported  criticisms  today  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  was  not  mak¬ 
ing  any  attempt  to  cut  this  budget,  that 
I  know  that  both  of  these  gentlemen  are 
as  sincerely  concerned  as  any  person  in 
this  House  can  possibly  be,  and  so  are 
the  other  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee.  We  have  attempted  to  do  a 
good  job.  We  all  want  to  cut  the  budget, 
just  as  you  do. 

I  was  interested  in  the  statement  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Col- 
mer]  and  the  reply  to  him  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York.  It  seems  to  me 
that  what  he  wants  to  do  is  set  up  a  sort 
of  superduper  conference  committee.  I 
am  sure  if  any  of  you  have  served  on  a 
conference  committee  on  appropriations 
with  Members  of  another  body — I  shall 
not  refer  to  it  as  the  Senate  because  I  am 
not  referring  to  the  Senate,  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  upper  House,  so-called,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  that  body  to  which 
I  refer  ups  most  of  the  appropriations 
made  in  the  House. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  if  the 
committee,  as  Mr.  Colmer,  and  I  know 
he  is  sincere  about  it,  wants  to  set  up,  is 
established,  the  upper  body  to  which  I 
refer  would  dominate. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  put  his  finger  on  the  spot  when  he 
referred  to  that  possibility. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Georgia 
to  clarify  the  position  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  I  have  before  me  a 
wire  from  our  State  director  of  public 
assistance.  It  reads  as  follows : 

Nineteen  hundred  and  fifty-eight  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  H.  R.  6287,  provides  for  closed 
end  appropriation  of  State  and  local  admin¬ 
istrative  funds,  also  training  or  research 
funds  deleted.  Principle  of  closed  end  ap¬ 
propriation  inconsistent  with  basic  50-50 
matching  provisions  of  Social  Security  Act. 
Passage  of  bill  with  these  features  would 
seriously  impair  administration  of  public 
assistance  in  West  Virginia.  Limited  legis¬ 
lative  appropriation  for  administration  this 
State  makes  50-50  matching  vital  here.  Am 
advised  no  decision  yet  reached  by  House- 
Senate  conference  committee  on  H.  R.  4249, 
deficiency  appropriation  for  1957.  .  This  also 
very  Important  to  West  Virginia. 

Before  the  gentleman  answers,  may 
I  say  that  they  are  resorting  to  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  grants  in  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  we  are  in  a  rather  unusual 
situation  there  in  that  our  State  has  a 
tremendous  amount  of  unemployment 
and  there  is  a  greater  load  being  carried 
than  would  be  true  in  other  States.  So 
they  are  being  forced  to  reduce  their 
grants  in  order  to  be  able  to  get  by  for 
this  fiscal  year,  largely,  I  understand, 
because  the  House  refused  to  approve 


an  item  in  the  deficiency  appropriation 
bill  some  weeks  ago  which  is  now  in  the 
other  body.  Will  you  clarify  the  position 
of  the  House  with  reference  to  what  the 
gentleman  inquires  about  on  these  ap¬ 
propriations  for  administration  and  the 
deletion  of  certain  ti’aining  funds? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  During  the  hearings 
on  the  deficiency  appropriation  bill, 
penetrating  questions  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  brought  out 
the  fact  that  the  caseload  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  these  funds  had  increased, 
only  3  percent  during  the  past  6  or  7 
years  while  the  administrative  costs  had 
increased  75  percent.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  in  your  State  the  administrative 
costs  are  low.  They  are  in  my  State,  but 
as  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  has  told  you,  in  his  State  they 
reached  an  unheard  of  figure  in  some 
instances  of  27  percent.  The  duty  is 
upon  the  Administrator  in  Washington 
to  take  all  of  these  requests  for  match¬ 
ing  funds  and  to  be  sure  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  economically  administered.  We 
reduced  the  appropriation  by  $2  million 
just  as  a  sort  of  warning  to  these  people 
in  Washington  that  they  must  equalize 
this  thing  and  that  they  must  refuse  to 
continue  to  approve  requests  for  match¬ 
ing  funds  that  were  not  in  line  with  a 
reasonable  percentage  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  the  tremendous  ad¬ 
ministration  costs  exist  in  the  larger 
States,  would  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  be  willing  to  say  it  will  not  impair 
the  program  in  the  small  States  like 
West  Virginia  where  we  have  a  great 
deal  of  unemployment? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  am  satisfied  it  will 
not.  Should  it  prove  it  is  doing  so,  I  am 
sure  this  subcommittee  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  a  whole,  and  the  House,  will 
supply  whatever  money  is  necessary. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  But,  based  on  your  ac¬ 
tion  in  not  passing  the  item  in  the  de¬ 
ficiency  appropriation  bill,  there  is  not 
much  hope  for  them  to  come  back  and 
that  you  would  undo  what  you  have 
already  done. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  while  I  cannot  reveal  the 
details,  we  are  tied  up  on  that  appro¬ 
priation  really  on  another  matter  and 
this  matter  could  be  adjusted  in  a  very 
short  time  if  we  got  down  to  that  point. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  for  the  information  even 
though  it  does  not  fully  clarify  the  ques¬ 
tions  I  asked. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  am  sorry  I  did  not 
clarify  it  satisfactorily,  but  the  reason  we 
did  it  and  the  reason  we  put  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  this  bill  is  to  try  to  hold  them  in 
line  and  save  money  on  the  administra¬ 
tive  costs.  We  do  not  mean  to  take  a 
dime  from  any  of  the  recipients  but  this 
program  must  be  administered  economi¬ 
cally  or  it  is  going  to  destroy  itself. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Following 
the  question  asked  by  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia,  if  you  were  to 
change  this  from  an  open  end  appropri¬ 
ation  to  a  closed  appropriation,  what 
kind  of  formula  are  you  going  to  use  for 
the  distribution  of  funds  in  the  States; 
or  is  it  going  to  be  on  a  first  come,  first 


serve  basis?  In  other  words,  would  every 
State  come  in  and  get  the  most  that  they 
possibly  could? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  No;  it  would  be  on  a 
50-50  basis  as  usual.  But,  it  is  up  to  the 
administrator  in  Washington  to  turn 
down  requests  from  these  States  that  are 
runrying  up  exorbitant  administrative 
costs. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  But,  under 
the  formula,  as  I  understand  it,  and  if  I 
am  wrong,  will  the  gentleman  correct 
me?  It  is  on  a  matching  basis  and  the 
cost  of  administration  will  be  divided  on 
a  50-50  basis — the  State  paying  half  and 
the  Federal  Government  paying  half. 
When  you  change  it  and  make  it  a  closed 
appropriation;  how  can  you  then  proceed 
to  keep  it  on  a  matching  basis? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  say  to  you  that  if 
they  could  not  proceed  on  a  matching 
basis,  I  answered  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  by  saying  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation  would  be  made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  that  2  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Lanham]. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  One  other  thing  I 
wanted  to  say,  I  am  sure  we  all  want  to 
cut  this  budget.  I  hope  we  do  not  let 
politics  get  into  it.  I  want  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  chairman  and  the  Members 
on  both  sides  of  our  subcommittee.  We 
have  our  differences,  but  they  are  not 
political  differences.  I  hope  as  we 
amend  this  bill  which  touches  so  vitally 
human  beings  in  our  country,  that  we 
do  not  let  politics  get  into  it.  We  have 
done  the  best  we  could.  We  think  we 
have  a  good  bill.  If  you  have  to  cut, 
cut  in  the  number  of  employees  allowed, 
and  let  us  not  cut  any  of  the  services 
that  come  back  to  our  people,  to  which 
they  are  entitled  under  legislation  which 
we  passed,  some  of  it  only  last  year.  I 
refer  especially  to  the  Library  Service 
appropriation.  I  just  hope  that  will  not 
be  cut.  If  an  effort  is  made,  I  will  take 
time  then  to  explain  the  situation. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chainnan, -will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  In  response  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Oregon,  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Ad¬ 
ministrator  must  approve  the  adminis¬ 
trative  practices  of  the  Sta,tas  when 
they  come  in  for  increases. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  That  is  correct. ' 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Those  that  are  unneces¬ 
sary  will  have  to  be  cut  out  in  order  to 
stay  within  the  $400  million  authoriza¬ 
tion  made  in  this  bill.  That  is  true,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  That  is  true. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  The  Coun¬ 
cil  of  State  Governments  reports  that 
13  of  the  State  legislatures  have  already 
adjourned,  and  most  of  them  have  made 
their  appropriations  for  the  next  2  years. 
Now,  if  we  change  the  nature  of  this 
law,  would  the  gentleman  tell  me  what 
recourse  those  States  will  have?  How 
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will  they  make  up  the  deficit  if  the  Fed- 
ei'al  Government  now  says,  “We  are 
going  to  change  the  iniles — the  law — in 
midstream”? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  have  explained  to 
the  lady  that  we  have  no  idea  of  chang¬ 
ing  the  formula.  The  formula  will  not 
be  changed,  but  the  obligation  is  upon 
the  people  in  Washington  not  to  approve 
those  budgets  that  are  submitted  that 
are  excessive. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr,  Lanham] 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  I — ^Department  of  Labor 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

Salaries  and  expenses;  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
(hereafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  the 
Secretary),  Including  payment  in  advance 
when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for  dues 
or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organiza¬ 
tions  whose  publications  are  available  to 
members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower 
than  to  the  general  public;  and  purchase  of 
uniforms  or  allowances  therefor,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  act  of  September  1,  1954,  as 
amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131);  $1,610,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $200,000  shall  be  for 
International  labor  affairs. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Budge:  On  page 
2,  lines  11  and  12,  strike  out  "$1,510,000”  in 
line  11  and  “$200,000”  in  line  12  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$1,480,000”  in  line  11  and 
“$170,000”  in  line  12. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  happy  to  hear  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Lanham],  with  regard  to  cuts  in 
personnel  if  we  did  not  cut  the  basic 
missions  to  be  accomplished  under  the 
various  appropriations  in  this  bill. 

On  Saturday  last  I  noticed  an  Asso¬ 
ciated  Press  release  which  stated  that 
the  Government  civilian  payroll  at  the 
start  of  this  year  was  2,403,311,  which 
means  that  exclusive  of  the  military  we 
have  in  the  last  12  months  added  48,119 
civilians  to  the  Federal  payroll.  If  we 
multiply  that  by  the  average  salary  of, 
roughly,  $5,000,  it  amounts  to  almost  a 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  in  increased 
salaries  alone  during  the  last  year, 

I  call  particular  attention  to  the  per¬ 
sonnel  in  these  two  departments.  In 
1956 — that  is  in  the  appropriations  for 
fiscal  1956 — both  of  these  departments 
were  given  funds  to  hire  substantially 
more  people  than  they  now  have  or  have 
ever  had  on  the  payroll.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
as  of  the  28th  of  February  had  28,041 
people:  yet  they  were  allowed  to  have 
under  the  appropriation  bill  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1956  28,503  or  462  people  that 
they  have  not  employed.  In  1957  this 
figure  was  raised  to  30,994,  which  is  sub¬ 
stantially  3,000  people  more  than  they 
have  been  able  to  employ. 

This  bill  goes  further  and  places  an¬ 
other  2,000  employees  on  the  Govern¬ 
ment  payroll  when  they  have  not  even 


filled  the  vacancies  that  have  existed  for 
almost  2  years. 

The  particular  amendment  that  I  have 
offered  is  one  of  a  series  which  I  hope  will 
be  adopted  to  reduce  the  Government 
personnel  back  to  the  figures  authorized 
in  the  1957  fiscal  year  appropriation.  In 
other  words,  I  am  not  attempting  any 
roll-back.  The  amendment  would  allow 
them  the  amount  they  were  authorized 
to  hire  under  the  1957  appropriation  bill 
and  which  they  have  not  even  reached  at 
the  present  time.  The  particular 
amendment  that  is  pending  applies  to  a 
reduction  of  $30,000  in  the  office  of  the 
Secretary.  The  purpose  of  that  addi¬ 
tional  $30,000  is  to  employ  three  people, 
one  to  work  on  the  South  American  desk 
of  the  International  Labor  Organization 
activities,  another  to  work  on  the  Near 
East  desk  and  another  who  is  supposed 
to  be  a  general  expert  overall.  I  think 
these  jobs  can  be  eliminated  in  this  new 
appropriation  bill  and  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  compliment  the  very  able  gen¬ 
tleman  who  has  just  been  speaking  on 
this  very  important  subject.  I  am  quite 
sure  if  all  of  us  would  look  through  the 
committee  report  we  will  find  that  one 
of  the  most  amazing  things  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  is  the  fact  we  are  con¬ 
stantly  being  faced  with  increased  per¬ 
sonnel.  I  do  want  to  compliment  the 
gentleman  and  I  hope  he  will  offer  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  in  connection  with 
other  agencies  where  they  have  in¬ 
creased  unnecessarily  the  number  of 
personnel. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
and  I  again  wish  to  assure  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  the  reductions  proposed  are  all 
for  new  employees  over  and  above  the 
amount  permitted  imder  the  fiscal  year 
1957  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  can  tell  us  when  there  is  State  par¬ 
ticipation  in  administering  a  program 
how  those  employees  are  counted? 
Would  they  come  under  the  limitations 
the  gentleman  is  referring  to  or  would 
they  be  set  aside? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  With  respect  to  this 
particular  amendment,  this  is  entirely  a 
Federal  Government  matter.  I  do  not 
believe  that  any  of  the  series  of  amend¬ 
ments  which  I  hope  will  be  adopted  will 
relate  to  any  State  employees. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN,  I  object.  Mi'.  Chair¬ 
man. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


3909 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  because,  as  I 
said  awhile  ago,  certainly  something  is 
going  to  have  to  be  done  to  stop  the 
steady  growth  of  employment  in  the 
Federal  Government  which,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Idaho  has  well  stated,  now 
totals  more  than  2.4  million  employees, 
an  increase  from  about  1952  of  at  least 
400,000. 

I  also  take  this  time  to  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  what  is  meant 
by  the  revolving  fund.  Can  the  gentle¬ 
man  tell  me  what  is  meant  by  this  re¬ 
volving  fund  which  is  referred  to  in  the 
hearings,  and  can  it  be  used  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  personnel,  consultants,  experts, 
and  so  on  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Not  for  experts,  no. 
We  cut  out  the  original  request  for 
$150,000  in  this  revolving  fund  and  then 
spelled  out  in  the  report  just  what  it  is 
to  be  used  for.  On  page  2,  in  the  second 
paragraph,  it  says  that  it  will  be  for 
central  reproduction  service,  central 
visual  exhibit  sei'vice,  central  supply 
service,  and  so  forth,  and  telephone, 
mail,  and  messenger  services.  It  is 
limited  to  those  thirds  in  the  biU. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  the  present  bill 
does  not  contain  the  broad  language  that 
was  proposed  in  the  bill  sent  to  the  com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  it  does  not.  We 
cut  that  out. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  all  cut  out  and 
this  revolving  fund  cannot  be  used  ex¬ 
cept  for  those  things? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Only  for  these  spe¬ 
cific  things  spelled  out  in  the  bill  on 
page  2. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  could  further 
explain  to  me  why  there  is  an  appro¬ 
priation  in  this  bill  for  the  Interstate 
Commission  on  the  Potomac  River 
Basin? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Well,  that  is  some¬ 
thing  that  the  local  interests  in  the 
neighborhood,  in  the  Potomac  River 
basin,  got  this  Congress  to  pass,  and  there 
is  an  annual  contribution  of  $5,000  that 
we  pay  toward  the  establishment  and 
workings  of  that  commission,  and  it  is 
just  one  of  those  things  that  have  been 
helping  the  local  area  here  in  their  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  Potomac  River. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  wonder  if  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  with  equal  fa¬ 
cility,  would  provide  an  appropriation 
for  the  Missouri  River  basin,  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  basin,  and  the  Ohio  River 
basin? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  If  the  gentleman 
would  introduce  legislation  and  it  would 
pass  Congress  later,  like  some  of  these 
other  bills  in  the  last  couple  of  years,  by 
an  overwhelming  vote,  I  would  certainly 
do  my  best  to  have  it  included. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Including  the  $15  mil¬ 
lion  bridge  across  the  Potomac  at  Jones 
Point  and  connecting  the  States  of 
Maryland  and  Virginia? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  If  Congress  author¬ 
ized  it,  I  certainly  would  try  to  carry  out 
the  dictates  of  the  Members  of  Congress. 
I  am  only  too  willing  to  cooperate. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Those  are  some  of  the 
authorizations,  which  the  gentleman  has 
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been  talking  about,  which  come  back  to 
haunt  us  in  the  future. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  suppose  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  want  to  defend  that  $15  million 
bridge. 

Mr.  HYDE.  No;  I  just  want  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  $5,000  for  the  Potomac  River 
Basin.  That  is  paid  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  pursuant  to  a  compact  between 
Virginia,  Maryland,  West  Virginia, 
Pennsylvania,  and  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia.  Each  of  the  jurisdictions  con¬ 
tributes  $5,000  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  contributes  $5,000  toward  planning 
and  for  the  development  of  methods  by 
which  pollution  can  be  controlled  in  the 
Potomac  River. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  compacted  into  a  spend¬ 
ing  item  between  the  States  of  Virginia, 
Maryland,  and  whatever  other  adjoining 
States  there  are. 

Mr.  HYDE.  It  is  a  State  compact  of 
five  jurisdictions. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chaii'man,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mi-.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  permit  me  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  having 
the  bill  in  charge  a  question  about  this 
“International  labor  affairs.”  Just 
what  do  you  want  these  additional  em¬ 
ployees  for? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  explained,  there  is  1  for  the 
Far  East,  there  is  1  for  Latin  America, 
and  there  is  a  topside  job  here  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Pardon  me.  I  did 
not  make  my  question  clear. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  they  said 
they  needed  1  or  2  secretaries. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  What  are  they  sup¬ 
posed  to  do?  What  are  their  duties? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  are  working 
with  the  Department  of  State  in  inter¬ 
national  affairs,  and  their  main  duty  is 
to  be  working  with  the  labor  movements 
in  most  of  the  countries  that  we  have 
dealings  with.  It  is  very  strongly  sup¬ 
ported  by  your  President - 

Ml'.  HOFFMAN.  Whose  President? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Your  President  and 
my  President,  and  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  There  was  some  controversy 
over  the  United  States  taking  part  in  the 
International  Labor  Organization  meet¬ 
ing  at  Geneva,  but  the  chamber  of  com¬ 
merce  and  the  National  Association  of 
Manufacturers  have  voted  to  participate 
this  year,  even  though  they  had  not 
before. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  We  may  assume  that  the  cham¬ 
ber  of  commerce  and  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Manufacturers  have  some 
business  interests  abroad. 

Reading  the  paper  this  morning  it 
appeared  that  the  importation  of  small 
automobiles  into  this  counti'y  has  more 
than  doubled  in  the  past  year.  That  may 
mean  that  the  more  cars  they  sell  here, 
the  less  our  own  manufacturers  sell. 

It  will  be  noticed,  too,  that  the  labor 
organizations,  especially  that  repre¬ 


sented  by  Mr.  Reuther — well,  the  A.  F. 
of  L.,  too — are  advocating — at  least 
according  to  the  literature  they  sent  to 
my  office,  by  mistake  probably,  and  also 
according  to  the  labor  papers — they  are 
advocating  that  we  should  raise  the  scale 
of  wages  abroad.  They  advocate  that 
we  should  send  technical  experts  over 
there  to  tell  the  people  how  to  make 
better  automobiles  for  less  money.  And 
the  net  result,  as  I  get  it,  would  be  that 
they  increase  competition  from  abroad, 
which  is  all  to  the  good  of  the  consumers 
who  want  to  buy  the  care,  but  certainly 
does  not  help  the  working  people  of 
this  country  to  retain  their  jobs  or  to 
create  more  jobs  for  them. 

They  are  in  favor  of  that.  Then  they 
want  to  send  over  there,  or  he  went  over 
there — well,  no;  my  President  and  your 
President  sent  over  Mr.  Beck,  did  he  not, 
as  the  representative  of  the  American 
labor  movement? 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  there? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Beck  got  over  there, 
but  he  was  not  appointed  to  go  over 
there. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Wait  a  minute. 
Beck  was  appointed  or  was  sent  over 
there. 

Mr.  TABER.  No. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Well,  he  went  over 
on  the  understanding  that  he  would  be 
appointed. 

Mr.  TABER.  He  thought  he  was  go¬ 
ing  to  be. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  gentleman 
knows  very  well  that  we  play  politics 
with  the  labor  bosses  just  as  do  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  over  here.  With  this  difference 
the  Democrats  get  it,  we  do  not. 

Mr.  TABER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  there 
is  a  labor  attache  in  practically  every 
embassy  that  we  have  abroad? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  That  we  have  what? 

Mr.  TABER.  A  labor  attache. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  point  is  this. 
We  send  people  over  there  who  misrep¬ 
resent  the  American  workingman  and 
the  American  workingwoman.  And  the 
net  result  of  what  these  fellows  want 
to  do  or  do  is  to  destroy  the  market 
here. 

I  see  my  friend  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey]  getting  uneasy  over  there. 
Tell  the  House  when  you  get  up,  about 
the  pottery  and  the  glass  industry  that 
have  almost  been  put  out  of  business  in 
your  district  by  competition  from  abroad 
and  how  you  have  been  converted  to 
Republican  doctrine  on  this  one  issue 
of  the  tariff,  anyway. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  think  we  should 
hold  this  down  a  little,  if  we  are  to  cut 
this  budget  at  all.  That  is,  unless  we 
are  just  shadowboxing  and  fooling  the 
people — no;  we  are  not  fooling  the  peo¬ 
ple,  trying  to  fool  the  people — it  is  about 
time  that  we  voted  these  amendments 
through  and  then,  as  someone  sug¬ 
gested,  when  the  bill  goes  over  to  that 
very  refined  and  intelligent  upper  body, 
and  then  comes  back  in  a  conference 
report,  let  us  vote  the  conference  sup¬ 
port  down.  For  the  last  20  years,  to  my 
knowledge,  we  have  been  taking  every¬ 
thing  that  they  sent  back  over  here. 


We  have  just  blacked  their  shoes  and 
kissed  their  feet  and  taken  everything 
they  sent  back  to  us  after  they  put  in 
what  they  wanted.  Unless  we  assert 
ourselves  now,  and  when  the  bill  comes 
back,  we  will  never  get  anywhere. 

(Mr.  KELLEY  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  KELLEY  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chau'man,  we  all  know  that  the 
U.  S.  S.  R.  has  turned  its  attention  from 
expansion  by  military  force  to  expansion 
of  its  influence  through  subversion. 

Through  the  World  Federation  of 
Trade  Unions,  a  Communist-dominated 
organization,  and  other  devices,  the  So¬ 
viet  are  preaching  false  doctrine  to 
workers  in  many  countries.  These  false 
doctrines  are  designed  to  appeal  to  the 
aspirations  of  workers  for  better  condi¬ 
tions  for  themselves  and  their  families. 

A  small  increase  is  requested  in  the 
small  staff  that  follows  the  Communist 
activities  among  workers  in  other  coun¬ 
tries.  Information  on  conditions  and 
attitudes  of  workers  often  forecast  the 
policy  to  be  followed  by  governments. 

If  our  foreign  policy  is  to  be  fully  ef¬ 
fective,  the  results  of  the  analyses  of 
attitudes  of  the  workers  and  their  organ¬ 
ization  leaders  must  be  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  in  making  that  policy. 

I  recommend  that  the  appropriation 
committee’s  recommendation  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Gross,  Mr.  Smith  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  was  permitted  to  proceed  for  5  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  should  like  to  say  a  few  words 
not  so  much  about  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  but  about  the  bill  that  is  before  us 
and  about  the  general  subject  of  re¬ 
ducing  our  appropriations  this  year  so 
that  we  may  with  some  degree  of  hope 
look  forward  to  a  much  needed  'reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  tax  burden  of  the  people  of 
another  year.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of  ex¬ 
pressions  from  Members  of  the  House  on 
that  subject.  Everybody  says,  “I  want 
to  see  the  appropriation  bill  cut.”  To¬ 
morrow  you  are  going  to  have  that  acid 
test.  The  country  is  going  to  find  out 
whether  this  Congress  really  means  to 
cut  these  appropriation  bills  or  whether 
we  are  shadow  boxing  about  this  thing. 

Personally,  I  think  there  is  not  a  bill 
that  comes  before  this  House  that  could 
not  be  cut  10  percent  without  hurting 
the  essential  functions  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  believe  the  House  wants  to  do 
this.  I  believe  if  those  who  want  to  do 
it  will  stay  on  the  floor  tomorrow  we  will 
be  able  to  accomplish  something  very  im¬ 
portant  to  the  welfare  of  this  country, 
because  if  we  can  begin  this  matter  of 
reducing  these  appropriations  as  they 
come  along  by  a  substantial  amount  we 
will  be  able  to  do  it  on  all  the  bills. 

Let  us  talk  about  this  bill  for  a  minute. 
This,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  tough  one. 
This  is  the  one  that  has  all  the  “do  good” 
in  it,  that  has  all  these  fine  programs 
that  we  all  love.  This  has  all  the  pro¬ 
grams  where  it  is  so  easy  to  give  away 
somebody  else’s  money,  the  taxpayer’s 
money.  There  is  not  a  word  in  here 
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that  I  could  pick  out  that  I  would  not 
say  was  a  fine  eleemosynary  enterprise, 
not  one. 

I  always  have  my  sympathy  with  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  particularly 
the  subcommittees  that  have  to  deal  with 
these  subjects  and  have  to  make  these 
decisions  of  what  to  cut  and  what  not  to 
cut,  because  I  know  they  are  pressed 
from  every  side.  We  start  these  welfare 
programs  and  every  year  they  grow  and 
grow  and  grow  and  grow.  That  is  true 
In  this  bill. 

You  will  probably  hear  it  said  that  this 
bill  has  been  cut  over'$100  million.  You 
know  why?  To  begin  with,  there  are 
two  large  items  in  this  bill,  one  of  $66 
million  and  one  of  $33  million,  which 
makes  almost  $100  million,  practically  all 
of  the  cut  in  this  bill,  and  they  have 
expired  or  been  reduced  by  not  being 
carried  on  any  more.  That  is  the  re¬ 
duction  in  this  bill.  But  if  you  will  go 
through  the  report  on  this  bill,  you  will 
find  that  in  nearly  every  instance  the 
amount  is  raised  over  la.st  year’s  appro¬ 
priations. 

What  I  submit  to  this  House  is  this 
simple  question:  If  we  mean  to  reduce 
appropriations;  if  the  country  is  for  the 
reduction  of  appropriations;  if  the  Presi¬ 
dent  hopes  that  we  can  find  means  for 
reducing  the  appropriations,  as  he  has 
said,  then  is  it  not  a  fair  proposition  to 
say  to  each  one  of  these  agencies  as  it 
comes  along:  ‘We  are  not  going  to  cut 
your  throat,  we  are  not  going  to  destroy 
this  fine  eleemosynary  project  that  a 
previous  Congress  inaugurated,  but  we 
are  going  to  cut  you  back  merely  to  what 
you  spent  last  year.”  In  other  words,  we 
are  not  going  to  give  you  an  increase. 
If  you  will  do  that  on  this  bill,  you  will 
cut  this  bill  somewhere  between  $75  mil¬ 
lion  and  $100  million.  Nearly  every 
appropriation  in  this  bill,  nearly  every 
part  of  it,  is  raised  over  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  last  year.  All  I  am  asking 
you  is  this.  I  expect  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  a  few  minutes.  All  I  ask  is 
that  you  cut  them  back  to  what  they 
spent  last  year.  Is  that  not  fair?  Let 
them  absorb  the  cut.  If  there  is  any¬ 
thing  there  they  need  that  is  cut  out 
and  if  they  want  to  economize  in  these 
bureaus,  like  we  want  to  economize  and 
like  the  President  wants  to  economize 
and  like  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
wants  to  economize,  if  they  really  want 
to  do  it,  they  can  find  plenty  of  room 
in  these  large  sums  that  are  appropri¬ 
ated  and  they  can  just  tighten  their  belt 
a  little  bit  and  take  these  things  off  the 
list  now.  Now,  my  friend  says,  ‘‘We  have 
to  appropriate  this  money  because  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  these  things.”  Con¬ 
gress,  I  expect,  makes  some  mistakes 
because  Congress  has  not  been  above 
making  mistakes  in  past  years.  But,  no 
previous  Congress  can  bind  this  Congress 
to  continue  appropriations  on  matters 
that  a  previous  Congress  authorized  or 
appropriated  money  for,  if  this  Congress 
thinks  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
country  to  reduce  those  appropriations 
or  to  eliminate  them.  If  you  do  not 
accept  that  as  a  theory  of  government, 
then  you  cannot  do  anything  with  these 
bills.  You  cannot  reduce  them  because 


they  are  going  to  keep  on  going  up  and 
up  and  up.  You  have  to  be  willing  to 
just  face  this  issue  and  say  this  thing  has 
got  to  be  cut,  these  budgets  have  got  to 
be  reduced  and  these  appropriations 
must  be  reduced,  and  we  have  to  have 
the  courage  to  stand  up  and  do  it  and 
I  hope  that  we  will. 

Mr.  McConnell.  Mr.  chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  McConnell  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 

Mr.  McConnell.  Mr.  chairman,  I 
feel  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  rise 
at  this  time  to  speak  favorably  about 
the  International  Labor  Organization.  I 
am  not  standing  here  advocating  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  assistants  or  spe¬ 
cialists.  In  fact,  I  think  that  we  could 
carry  on  satisfactorily  with  the  present 
number  of  specialists  and  employees.  So 
I  am  not  opposing  the  proposal  that  was 
made  here  to  reduce  the  appropriation 
for  additional  specialists.  I  visited  the 
ILO  last  summer.  I  regret  to  say  I  hap¬ 
pen  to  be  one  of  the  very  few  Members 
of  this  body  who  ever  visited  the  ILO 
during  any  conference.  I  went  over 
prejudiced.  I  felt  that  it  was  a  radical 
organization  which  would  be  of  little 
value  to  the  welfare  of  America.  I  was 
of  the  opinion  that  we  should  get  out 
of  it.  I  left  there  with  the  firm  opinion 
that  we  should  stay  in  the  ILO,  and  I 
am  glad  that  the  chamber  of  commerce 
and  the  National  Association  of  Manu¬ 
facturers  have  agreed  to  continue  for 
another  year.  There  are  various  parts 
of  the  ILO  program  that  I  do  not  agree 
with.  I  question  the  idea  of  the  treaty¬ 
making  power  from  conventions  and  the 
idea  that  they  can  pass  certain  types  of 
recommendations  which  eventually  peo¬ 
ple  think  of  as  being  in  the  nature  of  a 
treaty. 

The  United  States  itself  has  shown 
that  it  is  doubtful  of  that  part  of  the  ILO 
program,  in  that  we  have  approved  only 
about  seven  treaties  since  our  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  ILO,  and  they  have  been  in 
the  maritime  field.  So,  the  possible 
detrimental  aspects  to  the  United  States 
of  the  ILO  will  be  held  to  a  minimum  if 
we  do  not  go  along  with  the  treaty¬ 
making  power  in  ILO.  However,  as  a 
sounding  board;  as  an  opportunity  for 
the  United  States  to  know  what  some  of 
the  other  nations  of  the  world  are  doing, 
patricularly  in  their  labor  movements,  I 
think  it  offers  a  wonderful  opportunity  at 
a  very  low  price  for  America.  Also,  it 
enables  the  United  States  to  show  to 
other  nations,  the  advantages  of  a  capi¬ 
talistic  economy  versus  a  communistic 
controlled  economy. 

Mention  has  been  made  of  labor  at¬ 
taches.  The  labor  attaches,  as  a  whole 
I  think,  are  doing  good  work  in  the  vari¬ 
ous  foreign  countries  where  they  are 
stationed.  I  quite  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  LMr.  Taber]  that 
they  could  take  on  some  additional 
duties  and  save  us  the  necessity  of  ap¬ 
propriating  money  at  this  time  to  put  on 
additional  specialists.  I  think  the  labor 
attache  program  could  very  well  be  ex¬ 
panded  without  additional  appropria¬ 
tions  for  new  specialists. 
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Mr.  BUDGE.  Mi'.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  am  indebted  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for  his 
statement  that  he  was  not  opposing  this 
amendment,  and  to  again  point  out  to 
the  House  that  this  does  not  have  any 
effect  on  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  as  such.  It  simply  means  that 
there  would  not  be  three  additional  posi¬ 
tions  created  in  the  office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  review  the  findings  of  the  labor 
attaches  around  the  world. 

Mr.  McConnell.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man,  and  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Ml*.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
has  been  a  great  deal  said  about  cutting 
appropriations,  and  especially  cutting 
this  appropriation.  Let  me  remind  you 
once  again  of  what  you  men  and  women, 
who  were  here  in  the  84th  Congress, 
voted  for  last  year  and  2  years  ago.  You 
voted  to  liberalize  the  social  security 
amendments,  which  will  cost  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars.  You  voted  for  a 
new  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  which 
will  cost  tens  of  millions  of  dollars.  You 
voted  for  a  Health  Survey  Act,  which  will 
cost  a  million  dollars.  You  voted  for 
the  Library  Services  Act.  There  i^  $5 
million  in  this  appropriation  for  that, 
and  some  Members  think  it  ought  to  be 
$7'/^  million.  You  voted  to  authorize  a 
committee  for  education  beyond  the  high 
school.  You  voted  for  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine,  which  will  cost  over 
a  million  dollars.  You  voted  for  the 
Health  Research  Facilities  Act  which  wiU 
cost  tens  of  millions  of  dollars.  You 
voted  to  create  training  of  professional 
publicly  trained  pei’sonnel.  You  voted 
for  advanced  training  of  professional 
nurses.  You  voted  to  authorize  special 
grants  in  the  field  of  mental  health. 
You  voted  for  a  new  Air  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act.  When  you  voted  for  all  of 
those  bills  in  the  last  2  years  you  must 
have  know  it  would  cost  the  Federal 
Treasui-y  millions  and  millions  of  dollars. 
The  only  way  we  are  going  to  get  any 
economy,  if  you  want  real  economy,  is  to 
introduce  legislation  that  will  repeal 
some  of  those  measures  I  have  just 
talked  about  today.  As  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  think  they  are  all  important. 
As  far  as  this  appropi’iation  bill  before 
us  today  is  concerned,  I  think  we  have 
cut  it  too  much.  I  think  in  some  areas 
we  should  be  increasing  appropriations. 
We  should  be  increasing  appropriations 
over  and  above  what  the  President  has 
asked  in  this  bill  that  we  have  before  us. 

Now,  with  refei’ence  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  this  is  your  Secretary  of 
Labor.  This  is  a  Republican  adminis¬ 
tration,  an  administration  that  we  have 
been  led  to  believe  over  the  years  has 
been  for  economy.  You  ran  on  that 
platform  and  so  did  he  last  year  and  4 
years  ago.  During  the  hearings  your 
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Secretary  of  Labor  replied  to  a  question 
from  me  as  follows : 

Mr.  Secretary,  is  there  any  place  In  this 
budget  that  we  have  before  us  that  you  think 
we  can  cut  and  not  curtail  any  highly  de¬ 
sirable  services  for  the  fiscal  year  1958? 

Mr.  Mitchell.  This  budget,  Mr.  Chairman, 
has  had  the  attention  of  all  of  the  top  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  Department  of  Labor,  Including 
myself.  It  represents  to  you  a  compromise 
from  the  original  request  of  the  various 
heads  who  felt  there  were  more  projects  than 
could  well  be  undertaken  in  the  Interest  of 
the  workers  and  the  economy  of  the  country. 

I  believe  that  as  presented  to  you  the  budget 
represents  the  best  thinking  of  all  the  peo¬ 
ple  engaged  in  its  preparation.  I  know  of 
no  area  where  it  could  be  cut  without  af¬ 
fecting  the  work  and  effectiveness  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

Those  are  the  words  of  your  Secretary 
of  Labor  when  he  was  asked  to  give  us 
some  information  as  to  where  we  could 
cut  this  budget  and  that  was  his  answer. 

Speaking  with  reference  to  this 
amendment  striking  $30,000  for  three 
additional  people  for  the  International 
Labor  Organization,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]  has  said,  it  will 
not  in  one  way  affect  the  operation 
of  the  International  Labor  Organization 
but  it  will  in  another  because  at  the  time 
we  did  not  have  any  representation  in 
Latin  America  where  it  is  claimed  by 
those  who  know  something  about  this 
program  that  we  should.  We  do  not 
have  any  representation  as  far  as  the 
Near  East  is  concerned  and  Mr.  Wilkins, 
your  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor,  testi¬ 
fied  that  he  is  not  able  to  keep  up  with 
half  of  the  responsibilities  that  he  is 
charged  with  now  with  the  staff  he  has. 

They  asked  us  for  $51,000  more  than 
they  had  in  the  fiscal  year  1957.  This 
increase  was  requested  to  permit  the 
Department  to  follow  the  labor  develop¬ 
ments  in  countries  of  regions  of  the 
world  such  as  Latin  America  and  the 
Middle  East. 

Because  of  the  far-reaching  influence 
of  workers  and  worker  organizations  in 
the  political  life  and  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  country,  it  is  essential  that  the 
United  States  be  thoroughly  informed  on 
the  activities  and  attitudes  of  these 
workers  as  United  States  foreign  policy  is 
developed  and  day-to-day  actions  are 
taken. 

The  world  is  still  in  the  process  of 
testing  the  fitness  of  political  systems 
and  the  validity  of  political  philosophies. 
This  country  needs  to  know  about  Com¬ 
munist  activity  among  workers  in  other 
countries.  Its  significance  must  be  ap¬ 
praised  and  proposals  for  dealing  with  it 
must  be  developed. 

Area  specialists  in  the  Department 
analyze  developments  and  provide  infor¬ 
mation  and  advice  to  the  Department  of 
State  which  is  considered  along  with 
other  information  and  advice  in  develop¬ 
ing  policy  and  in  determining  day-to-day 
actions. 

Without  the  additional  money,  the 
Government  may  be  without  expert 
analyses  of  labor  developments  in  areas 
of  the  world. 

We  compromised  ,and  allowed  them 
$30,000  in  the  belief  this  is  a  necessary 
agency  of  Government,  that  it  is  help¬ 
ing  in  the  international  situation.  For 
many,  many  times  over  the  years  we 


have  been  listening  to  their  testimony 
and  they  have  made  many  suggestions 
that  have  helped  the  economy  of  this 
country  and  the  economy  of  other  coun¬ 
tries.  To  those  of  you  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  tariff  question,  this  is  one 
of  the  most  legitimate  ways  I  know  of 
to  raise  the  living  standards  and  wages 
in  foreign  countries,  which  will  cut  down 
the  competition  of  foreign  goods  that 
are  affecting  some  of  the  industries  we 
have,  where  there  iS'  a  surplus  in  labor 
markets. 

On  behalf  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
and  the  request  he  has  made,  and  the 
compromise  we  have  reached  on  their 
original  request  of  $51,000  for  this  item, 
under  which  we  have  provided  $30,000, 
I  ask  that  the  pending  amendment  be 
defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Bttdge]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Budge)  there 
were — ayes  123,  noes  69. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  what  is  going 
on  here.  Judging  by  that  last  vote,  it 
seems  that  only  five  of  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  had  the  temerity 
to  stand  up  and  vote  with  President 
Eisenhower  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  all  of  us 
are  interested  in  economy  and  in  reduc¬ 
ing  the  budget,  but  it  is  difiQcult  for  me 
to  understand  how  the  committee  could 
justify  disallowing  $2.5  million  for  the 
training  of  welfare  personnel  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  department  itself 
actually  cut  the  item  50  percent.  This 
Congress  authorized  $5  million  to  start 
this  training  program  with.  The  de¬ 
partment  made  a  very  plausible  and  a 
very  reasonable  presentation  and  asked 
only  for  $2.5  million,  yet  the  committee 
disallowed  the  item. 

I  know.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  will  be 
diflacult  to  reinstate  the  item,  but  if  I 
understand  it,  this  is  the  item  which 
would  provide  adequately  trained  per¬ 
sonnel  to  assist  people  who  are  now  de¬ 
pendent  entirely  upon  charity  to  become 
self-supporting:  the  blind  people,  the 
handicapped  people,  the  aged,  and  those 
with  other  incapacitating  disabilities. 
I  would  just  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island,  Mr.  Fogarty,  if  he  will 
be  kind  enough  to  give  me  his  attention, 
why  it  is  that  after  Congress  authorized 
$5  million  and  the  department  recom¬ 
mended  a  50  percent  reduction  in  that 
item  the  committee  disallowed  the  small 
sum  of  $2.5  million  for  the  training  of 
personnel  to  administer  these  programs 
and  to  help  the  disabled  people. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  the  result  of 
the  last  vote  just  taken  is  a  pretty  good 
answer  to  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  now,  then,  I 
would  like  to  comment,  in  all  seriousness, 
if  that  is  the  way  we  are  going  to  econ¬ 
omize,  by  cutting  a  program  that  was 
designed  to  help  blind  people,  we  are 
faced  with  a  sad  situation.  Now,  let  us 


be  realistic  about  it.  Do  you  want  to 
take  away  from  the  blind  man  and  the 
totally  incapacitated  individual  the  aid 
and  assistance  which  this  Congress  has 
authorized?  It  is  just  like  taking  the 
cup  out  of  the  blind  man’s  hand. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  think  the  gentleman 
has  misinterpreted  this  program.  It  was 
a  program  authorized  in  the  social-secu¬ 
rity  bill  in  the  last  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  There  has  been  no  money  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress  in  past  sessions 
or  in  this  session  for  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  an  entirely  new  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  mis¬ 
understands  me.  I  know  what  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about.  I  know  that  this  is  a  new 
program. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  This  is  a  new  program, 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Congress 
went  on  record  by  adopting  a  resolution 
asking  the  President  to  make  substantial 
I'eductions,  the  committee  felt  it  was  the 
consensus  of  Congress  that  they  wanted 
reductions  in  this  budget. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  want  to  be 
impolite.  The  gentleman  has  expressed 
his  views.  I  said  it  was  a  new  program 
that  we  started  upon  with  the  idea  of 
trying  to  aid  these  unfortunate  people 
in  becoming  self-supporting.  If  you 
could  know  what  has  been  accomplished 
without  this  provision.  Many  blind  peo¬ 
ple  who  have  heretofore  been  totally  de¬ 
pendent  are  now  earning  a  livelihood 
and  are  self-respecting  citizens. 

Are  you  telling  the  House  now  that  be¬ 
cause  of  some  perhaps  ill-advised  resolu¬ 
tion  passed  by  Congress  calling  upon  the 
President  to  tell  us  how  to  cut  the  budget 
that  I  should  feel  justified  in  taking  the 
cup  out  of  a  blind  man’s  hand  in  the 
name  of  economy?  That  is  what  you 
are  going. 

This  is  a  new  program.  I  knew  what 
I  was  voting  for  when  I  voted  for  the  new 
program.  I  think  that  this  one  item 
would  certainly  tend  to  minimize  the 
financial  burdens -which  are  now  borne 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  that  it 
would  be  a  good  investment  to  try  to  find 
some  way  to  aid  these  people  to  become 
self -supporting. 

If  you  want  to  economize,  you  can 
adopt  the  committee  version  of  the  bill. 
I  submit  that  somebody  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  should  sponsor  an  amendment  to 
restore  the  small  sum  of  $2,500,000  and 
let  us  embark  upHin  a  program  which 
would  be  of  advantage  in  future  years. 

Mjr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  has  expired. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  pi’oceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  just  want  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  fine  work  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  referred  to  is  being  done  in 
the  various  States.  Our  action  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  these  particular  State  pro¬ 
grams  as  it  is  a  new  program.  This 
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program  provides  that  the  fine  work  that 
is  being  carried  on  in  several  of  our 
States  would  be  paid  for  by  the  Federal 
Government,  to  the  extent  of  80  percent 
of  the  check.  This  does  not  stop  the 
work  that  is  now  being  carried  on  in  the 
States  to  which  the  gentleman  has  re¬ 
ferred. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  it  does  not 
stop  it.  I  realize  that  full  well.  But  the 
gentleman’s  own  administration  devised 
this  formula  for  matching  funds.  The 
Federal  Government  puts  up  80  percent 
and  the  States  put  up  20  percent.  They 
train  personnel  and  that  trained  per¬ 
sonnel  go  out  and  help  to  place  these 
people  in  profitable  employment. 

I  say  that  some  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  should  introduce  an  amendment 
as  I  have  suggested.  This  is  a  good  pro¬ 
gram  and  should  be  started  now. 

I  am  certain  that  every  Member  of 
this  House  knows  something  about  the 
wonderful  work  which  has  already  been 
'done  in  placing  unfortunate  and  de¬ 
pendent  people  in  profitable  employ¬ 
ment,  which  has  relieved  the  relief  load. 
There  is  a  definite  and  a  desperate  short¬ 
age  of  well-trained  personnel  in  this 
particular  field  of  social  activity.  This 
program  was  approved  by  Congress  in 
the  hope  that  more  efficient  and  well- 
trained  personnel  may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  end  that  more  and  more  of 
our  unfortunate  citizens  might  become 
pleasantly  and  profitably  employed.  To 
disallow  this  item  could  well  prove  to  be 
false  economy.  This  is  neither  a  gift 
nor  a  grant  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
word.  It  is  actually  an  investment  and 
I  believe  a  very  good  investment.  Many 
unfortunate  and  disabled  people  could 
be  placed  in  profitable  employment  if 
trained  personnel  could  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  them  to  assist  in  finding  profita¬ 
ble  jobs.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a 
sad  and  a  sorry  place  to  stop  to  econo¬ 
mize,  and  I  indulge  in  the  hope  that  this 
House  will  reinstate  this  item  and  start 
this  program. 

Mr.  VTJRSELL.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  suggest  that  in  Illinois  and 
many  other  States  throughout  this  Na¬ 
tion,  the  fine  work  that  the  gentleman 
talks  about,  taking  care  of  the  blind  and 
other  people  who  cannot  take  care  of 
themselves,  is  being  done  at  the  home 
level  by  the  taxpayers  of  the  States. 

Practically  every  new  program  that 
has  been  offered  and  which  they  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  embark  upon  through  this 
bill,  is  being  carried  on  in  most  of  the 
States  at  the  local  level.  And  the  peo¬ 
ple  there  are  happy  to  do  it. 

So  I  would  suggest  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  that 
there  ought  to  come  a  time  when  he 
would  cease  bringing  all  of  his  troubles 
to  the  Federal  Govei’nment,  quit  carry¬ 
ing  the  tin  cup  to  which  he  referred  to 
the  Federal  Government  and  with  his 
and  their  vaunted  wealth  down  there 
take  care  of  their  own  people,  instead  of 
coming  to  the  Federal  Government  and 
asking  for  alms. 


Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
debate,  apparently,  is  getting  into  the 
usual  pattern.  We  all  love  our  friend — 
I  think  that  is  the  proper  word — from 
North  Carolina,  Mr.  Cooley.  But  we 
cannot  just  sit  quietly  by  when  he  claims 
that  we  on  the  Republican  side  are  tak¬ 
ing  the  tincup  away  from  the  blind  man, 
as  was  disclaimed  by  our  colleague  from 
Illinois,  Mr.  Vursell.  Just  give  us  credit 
for  dropping  as  many  nickels  into  that 
blind  man’s  cup  as  do  you  on  youi-  side 
when  you  go  down  the  street. 

Do  not  assume  that  you  have  all  of 
the  kindliness,  all  of  the  charity,  and  all 
of  the  virtues,  that  we  have  none,  because 
that  not  only  makes  us  feel  badly  over 
here,  even  though  we  know  you,  as  well 
as  you  know,  you  are  mistaken.  Don’t 
appear  to  be  a  good  Samaritan.  It  does 
not  fit  you. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York,  Mr. 
Rooney,  came  down  into  the  well  a  few 
moments  ago  and  said  that  he  was  sur¬ 
prised  to  note,  or  was  glad  to  note — I 
have  forgotten  which  it  was — that  five 
of  the  Members  on  the  minority  side  had 
the  temerity  to  vote  with  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

To  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Rooney]  permit  me  to  say  those 
five  gentlemen  have  not  been  here 
long  enough  to  drop  into  the  habit  of 
voting  as  the  boss  told  them  to  vote. 
When  you  had  a  President  down  there — 
when  I  say  President,  he  is  my  President, 
too,  but  I  mean  of  your  political  faith, 
it  may  have  been  the  rule  to  hear  the 
cracking  of  the  party  whip.  We  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  do  not  walk  down  the 
chalkline  all  the  time.  We  do  not  even 
follow  the  Speaker  all  the  time,  as  some¬ 
times  it  has  been  said — though  I  doubt  it, 
however — that  you  folks  do.  But  of  that 
we  will  perhaps  have  a  demonstration 
tomorrow  when  House  Resolution  85 
is  on.  It  may  be  I  should  not  talk  that 
way;  but  here  we  are.  And  the  five  had 
the  courage,  the  good  sense  to  vote  their 
convictions.  ’Those  young  men — I  did 
not  see  who  they  were,  but  I  understand 
they  were  young  gentlemen — did  not 
vote,  as  the  gentleman  would  have  us 
believe  they  did,  because  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  views,  but  because  they  thought  it 
was  the  right  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Surely  the  gentleman 
would  not  call  oiu’  distinguished  friend 
from  New  Jersey  a  young  man,  a  young 
Member,  would  he? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Which  one?  Mr. 
WoLVERTON?  Mr.  WoLVERTON  for  years 
here  has  had  the  courage  to  vote  his 
convictions.  He  has  courage  and  abil¬ 
ity,  we  are  all  better  legislators  because 
he  is  here.  No  one  to  my  knowledge  ever 
accused  him  of  casting  a  political  vote. 
Do  you  find  fault  with  that? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  No. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Then  what  are  you 
squawking  for  or  about?  We  have  on 
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our  side  people  who  do  vote  their  con¬ 
victions.  and  no  one  is  finding  any  fault 
if  they  follow  the  President  or  if  they  do 
not.  ’The  President  never  asked  for  a 
rubber  stamp  Congressman.  No  doubt 
some  few  have  been  or  are  taking  ad¬ 
vantage  of  his  friendship  to  try  to  read 
out  of  the  party  all  those  who  do  not 
accept  them  as  infallible — who  recognize 
that  they,  basking  in  the  shadow  of  his 
personal  popularity,  would  share  the 
limelight,  insert  themselves  in  the  po¬ 
litical  forefront.  We  will  go  along  with 
the  President  when  we  can,  but  we  can¬ 
not  always  turn  the  political  grindstone 
for  anyone  who  just  at  the  moment  may 
assume  to  speak  for  Ike.  Your  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor?  Sure  he  is  my  Secretary 
of  Labor,  too.  I  do  not  go  along  with 
him  on  everything.  I  cannot.  I  intend 
to  vote  for  some  of  the  amendments  to 
the  Taft-Hartley  Act  which  I  assume 
they  will  send  down  here,  but  not  all  of 
them. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  was  prompted  to 
make  the  observation  I  did  make  be¬ 
cause  of  the  gentleman’s  statement  to 
the  effect  that  I  asked  the  question  why 
they  had  failed  to  start  this  program 
which  they  authorized.  He  referred  to 
the  resolution  which  we  passed. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  And  you  character¬ 
ized  it  as  ill  advised. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  not  going  to 
argue  with  you  about  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  do  not  know.  I 
was  just  recalling  you  so  stated  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  voted  for  it.  But 
the  point  is,  when  he  said  tha.t,  that  was 
an  indication  to  me  that  because  of  this 
budget  urge  we  were  about  to  cripple  the 
program  to  help  the  blind  people.  I 
have  my  own  responsibility.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  his  own  responsibility.  I 
think  it  is  a  good  program.  I  think  it 
should  be  followed.  I  think  it  is  a  good 
investment. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Wait  a  minute.  I 
do  not  go  along  with  everything  you  say. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  you  do  not  go 
along  with  anything  anybody  says. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  do  not  blindly  fol¬ 
low  every  path  that  seems  to  look  good 
at  the  moment.  Many  a  word  of  good 
advice  has  been  given  to  me  by  present 
and  former  Members  of  this  House,  from 
your  side  and  many,  many  times  I  have 
accepted  and  acted  on  them.  Remem¬ 
ber  when  you  had  your  picture  taken 
with  Walter  Ruther  who  claimed  to  be 
the  farmer’s  friend? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Never  mind  that.  You 
were  going  along  with  the  President  last 
year,  were  you  not?  He  was  your  Presi¬ 
dent  last  year. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  He  was  and  he  is. 
The  point  is  this;  I  do  not  want  you — 
and  I  know  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Patman],  who  is  against 
monopoly,  would  not  approve  of  it — I  do 
not  want  you  to  claim  a  monopoly  of 
kindliness,  and  Chi-istianity,  and  desire 
to  help  the  rmfortunate. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  not  made  any 
such  claim. 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  misunderstood  you 
complete  if  you  did  not.  If  my  ears  did 
not  deceive  me  you  chai’ged  those  who 
supported  the  amendment  with  taking 
the  blind  man’s  cup  from  him. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  you ,  did  not.  I 
have  not  made  any  such  claim.  I  feel 
that  is  true  of  the  committee  members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Are  you  through? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Thank  you  for  the 
contribution.  Read  the  gentleman’s 
speech  tomoiTOw  as  it  is  printed  in  the 
Record  and  unless  he  changes  it  you  will 
learn  just  what  he  did  say.  If  I  did  not 
catch  the  trend  of  his  argument — and 
have  not  accurately  sensed  its  import — 
accept  my  apology. 

The  Clerk  i-ead  as  follows: 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor, 
$2,225,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $365.- 
000  to  be  derived  from  the  highway  trust 
fund  created  by  section  209  of  the  Highway 
Revenue  Act  of  1956. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment.  • 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Budge  :  On  page 
3,  line  9,  strike  out  “$2,225,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$2,206,000.” 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  after 
the  last  colloquy,  I  rather  hesitate  to 
address  the  committee  on  an  item  of  this 
size.  It  is  a  reduction  of  only  $20,000 
in  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor.  As  shown 
in  the  report,  this  is  for  new  personnel 
over  and  above  the  1957  budget  for  this 
office.  I  apologize  to  the  membership  in 
offering  these  amendments  this  way  for 
such  small  amounts  of  money,  but  it  is 
the  only  way  I  can  think  of  that  indi¬ 
vidual  portions  of  the  bill  can  be  reached. 
I  think  all  of  us  would  like  to  hold  this 
personnel  down  at  least  to  the  1957  level, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  fact,  I  should 
like  to  emphasize  to  the  membership 
once  more,  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
and  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  as  of  the  last  day  of 
February  of  this  year  were  still  unable 
to  recruit  almost  1,500  people,  the  num¬ 
ber  of  people  who  were  allowed  in  those 
two  departments  in  the  appropriation 
bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1956 — not  1957 
but  1956.  They  still  have  not  been  able 
to  employ  the  people.  I  again  apologize 
to  the  membership  for  these  piecemeal 
amendments,  but  it  is  the  only  way  to 
reach  the  money  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  Clerk’s  desk  which 
would  cut  this  appropriation  by  $204,000. 
That  amendment  would  cut  it  back  to  the 
appropriation  which  was  allowed  to  the 
Solicitor’s  Office  last  year.  As  I  said  a 
few  minutes  ago,  it  seems  to  me  that  if 
we  mean  business  about  this  thing,  and  I 
do  not  want  to  play  with  chicken  feed  for 
the  next  couple  of  days,  then  we  ought 
to  be  willing  to  stand  up  and  vote  to  hold 
these  appropriations  at  least  to  the  last 
year’s  figures.  That  is  the  only  way  that 
we  can  make  substantial  cuts.  I  wonder 
if  the  gentleman  does  not  agree  with 


that  amendment  to  cut  it  back  to  last 
year? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  should  be  very  happy 
to.  I  would  be  happy  to  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  in  some  way  so  that  it  could 
be  done  with  one  amendment  rather 
than  piecemeal. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  way  that  you  can  do  it  all  in  one 
amendment  because  some  of  them  you 
cannot  reduce  and  others  you  can  re¬ 
duce.  I  think  it  would  require  a  number 
of  amendments.  But,  it  seems  to  me,  if 
we  are  going  to  make  any  substantial  cuts 
on  this  bill,  we  might  as  well  recognize 
at  the  beginning  that  we  have  to  cut 
them  back  at  least  to  what  they  had  a 
year  ago.  That  ought  to  satisfy  every¬ 
body. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  should  like  to  suggest 
that  if  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  will 
offer  a  substitute  to  the  amendment 
which  I  have  offered,  I  would  be  happy 
to  support  him  in  holding  the  appro¬ 
priations  and  the  personnel  to  the  num¬ 
ber  authorized  in  1957. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Would  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  'as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Budge:  On  page  3,  line  9, 
strike  out  “$2,225,000”  and  insert 
“$2,021,000.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  care  to  be  heard  on 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Only  briefly, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

This  amendment  does  what  I  sug¬ 
gested  a  little  while  ago.  I  think  many 
Members  feel  we  should  cut  these  appro¬ 
priations  at  least  back  to  last  year’s  fig¬ 
ures.  I  am  rather  dismayed  because  the 
chairman  read  you  a  long  list  of  authori¬ 
zations  that  previous  Congresses  have 
made.  As  I  said  before.  Congress  some¬ 
times  makes  mistakes,  I  do  not  say  that 
they  did  in  this  case.  I  know  that  Con¬ 
gress  did  authorize  these  things,  but  they 
did  not  appropriate  the  money.  We  ap¬ 
propriate  on  these  things,  and  that  is 
what  we  are  doing  now.  All  I  am  asking 
is  that  we  repent  if  we  have  made  some 
mistakes.  I  am  calling  you  to  come  to 
the  mourner’s  bench  with  me.  We  have 
made  mistakes  in  the  past.  Let  us 
rectify  them  now.  This  is  our  chance. 
I  will  quote  an  old  spiritual,  which  is, 
“As  long  as  the  light  holds  out,  the  vilest 
sinner  may  return.’’  Let  us  cut  these 
things  back  to  what  they  were  last  year, 
at  least. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMI’TH  of  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  if  this  amount  was  deleted 
from  this  appropriation  the  actual  effect 
would  be  to  cut  out  the  retirement  provi¬ 
sions  that  were  voted  last  year.  The 
only  way  in  which  they  could  be  ab¬ 
sorbed  would  be  to  actually  let  the  per¬ 
sonnel  go  below  the  amount  that  was 
available  last  year.  So  that  actually  you 


would  be  cutting  down  the  efficiency  of 
the  Department.  If  I  am  incorrect,  I 
would  like  to  be  corrected. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  eminently  correct.  This  year  the 
retirement  by  the  Government  was 
transferred  from  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  and  distributed  among  the  vari¬ 
ous  agencies.  It  is  a  small  portion  of 
each  of  these  appropriations.  It  seems 
to  me  that  there  is  no  agency  in  this 
Government  that  could  not  tighten  its 
belt  just  a  little  and  absorb  that  out  of 
this  year’s  appropriation.  Where  are  we 
going  to  economize  if  we  do  not  make 
some  of  these  people  who  are  spending 
the  Government’s  money  tighten  up  a 
little?  This  is  a  small  item,  a  small 
amount  of  belt  tightening  that  each  of 
these  agencies  would  have  to  do  in  order 
to  absorb  that  amount.  We  used  to  have 
the  Jensen  amendment  which  prohibited 
a  department  from  employing  new  em¬ 
ployees  when  vacancies  occurred.  If 
they  will  merely  apply  that  principle  and 
work  a  little  harder  and  not  fill  those 
vacancies  that  occur  very  rapidly,  they 
will  be  able  to  absorb  it  without  any 
embarrassment  and  without  any  injury 
to  the  Federal  service.  This  is  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor.  That  is  lawyers.  Good¬ 
ness  knows  they  are  getting  two  and  a 
quarter  million  as  it  is.  They  will  have 
no  trouble  absorbing  that  if  they,  like 
Secretary  Humphrey,  want  to  do  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
point  made  by  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Roosevelt] 
was  a  point  well  taken,  because  it  just 
goes  to  show  that  when  some  of  these 
amendments  are  offered  they  go  much 
further  than  you  ever  thought  they 
would.  The  mandatory  increases  for 
the  Office  of  Solicitor,  the  civil  service 
retirement  fund  contribution  of  $129,900, 
and  the  extra  days’  pay  of  $8,325,  amount 
to  $137,000.  So  this  would  not  just  take 
them  back  to  what  they  had  in  1957.  It 
means  they  will  have  to  lay  off  addi¬ 
tional  personnel  to  make  up  that  137,000. 

We  have  been  piling  work  on  the  Of¬ 
fice  of  the  Solicitor  in  the  Department 
of  Labor.  For  those  of  you  who  voted 
to  raise  minimum  wages  from  75  cents 
an  hour  to  $1,  it  means  that  you 
were  telling  the  Solicitor  that  you  were  at 
that  time  giving  him  an  added  respon¬ 
sibility  to  see  to  it  that  the  litigation 
under  the  wage-hour  law  is  caiTied  out. 
You  voted  for  that  bill  a  couple  of  years 
ago  to  raise  the  minimum  wage  from  75 
cents  to  $1  an  hour.  Now  you  want  to 
come  in  here  with  an  amendment  like 
this  and  say  to  the  Congress:  “Yes,  we 
voted  to  raise  it  from  T5  cents  to  $1  an 
hour  but  we  do  not  want  it  enforced.’’ 

Why  do  you  nc^  stand  up  and  say  you 
are  against  the  minimum-wage  law  pro¬ 
viding  $1  an  hour?  Why  do  you  not 
stand  up  today  and  say  you  did  not  mean 
to  increase  minimum  wages  from  75 
cents  to  $1  an  hour;  or,  if  you  did,  you  do 
not  want  it  enforced? 

There  is  the  Federal  Employees’  Com¬ 
pensation  Act.  This  is  taken  care  of  by 
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the  Solicitor’s  Office,  which  recovers 
thousands  of  dollars  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  third-party  suits.  You  are 
going  to  cut  that  down  by  this  kind  of  an 
amendment. 

Under  the  wage-and-hour  law,  In  back 
wages  this  past  year  they  were  able  to 
collect  by  litigation,  going  to  the  courts, 
$1,875,000  which  was  found  due  those 
people  who  were  not  paid  a  minimum 
wage. 

If  you  want  to  disrupt  those  programs, 
if  you  want  to  renege  on  the  promises 
that  were  made  to  the  people  by  the 
votes  of  this  House  when  we  raised  the 
minimum  wage  from  75  cents  to  $1  an 
hour,  then  you  should  support  this  kind 
of  an  amendment.  But  to  my  mind  that 
is  not  good  business  at  all.  If  we  voted 
for  that  legislation,  we  ought  to  stand  up 
and  be  counted  when  the  appropriations 
to  carry  out  the  legislation  are  being 
voted  on;  not  vote  for  the  legislation  for 
publicity’s  sake,  then  come  back  a  year 
later  and  cut  the  guts  out  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  so  that  it  cannot  be  enforced. 
That  is  what  you  are  doing  here  today 
by  offering  these  crippling  amendments. 

I  know  the  Department  of  Labor  is 
a  popular  place  to  cut  because  it  is  the 
Department  of  Labor;  it  has  the  word 
“labor”  in  it.  But  in  the  Interior  bill 
that  was  up  here  last  week  there  was  no 
demand  to  cut  it  back  to  what  they  had 
in  1957. 

Why  start  the  pattern  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  The  cuts  in  the  In¬ 
terior  bill  were  not  50  percent  as  much 
as  we  cut  the  increases  in  this  bill.  I 
did  not  hear  any  demand  to  cut  that  bill 
back  to  what  they  had  in  1957.  I  hope 
on  all  other  appropriation  bills,  if  this 
is  going  to  be  your  philosophy  from  here 
on  out  when  these  bills  are  before  us, 
that  each  of  you  get  up  and  make  a  con¬ 
fession  that  you  did  the  wrong  thing 
last  year  and  the  year  before  and  the 
2  years  before  that  when  you  voted  for 
this  legislation  that  your  administration 
has  advocated  in  the  past  4  years.  I 
think  it  adds  up  to  just  exactly  that. 
You  are  either  for  it  or  you  are  against 
it.  You  cannot  on  the  one  hand  vote  to 
expand  these  programs,  and  on  the  other 
hand,  deny  the  administrators  of  this 
program  the  tools  to  do  a  decent  job. 
When  you  refuse  them  the  tools  to  do  a 
decent  job  and  they  do  not  have  suffi¬ 
cient  help,  then,  you  cannot  expect  to 
be  able  to  find  fault  because  they  are 
not  doing  the  job  as  Congress  intended 
it  to  be  done.  That  is  the  situation  we 
find  ourselves  in  now.  If  you  adopt  the 
pending  amendment  you  are  going  to  set 
this  office  back  from  the  1957  level  and 
you  are  going  to  cripple  a  lot  of  the  laws 
you  voted  for  in  the  last  2  years  and 
cause  an  injustice  to  both  management 
and  labor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]. 

The  substitute  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

BUREAU  OP  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  promotion  of  industrial  safety, 
employment  stabilization,  and  amicable  in¬ 
dustrial  relations  for  labor  and  Industry; 
performance  of  safety  functions  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  tmder  the  Federal  Employees’  Com¬ 
pensation  Act,  as  amended  (5  tf.  S.  C.  784 
(c) ) ;  performance  of  the  functions  vested 
in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the  Labor-Man¬ 
agement  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  169 
(f)  and  (g)):  and  not  less  than  $182,575  for 
the  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on 
National  Employ  the  Physically  Handicapped 
Week,  as  authorized  by  the  act  of  July  11, 
1949  (  63  Stat.  409)  :  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  appropriation  for  the  President’s  com¬ 
mittee  shall  be  subject  to  reduction  or  trans¬ 
fer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  under 
the  provisions  of  any  existing  law;  including 
purchase  of  reporte  and  of  material  for 
informational  exhibits  and  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consult¬ 
ants  at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work 
of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards;  $1,031,300. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read-as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Budge:  On  page 
4,  line  7,  strike  out  ”$1,031,300”  and  insert 
"$985,000.” 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  identical  with  the  ones 
which  I  have  offered  before.  It  reduces 
the  number  of  personnel  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  agency  to  the  1957  level.  It  does, 
however,  add  to  the  funds  appropriated, 
sufficient  funds  to  take  care  of  the  re¬ 
tirement  payments  to  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  and  it  also  takes  care  of  the 
extra  day’s  pay  which  is  being  encoun¬ 
tered  in  all  of  these  departments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  adopted.  It  does  not  cut 
any  existing  program.  It  just  keeps  the 
personnel  that  were  authorized  under 
the  present  year’s  appropriation  bill.  I 
should  like  again  to  stress  the  fact  that 
the  Department  has  never  yet  employed 
the  employees  that  it  was  authorized  to 
employ  under  the  1957  bill  or  under  the 
1956  bill.  I  hope  that  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted.  It  does  not  cut  back 
anything  and  it  does  make  allowance 
for  the  retirement  payments  to  the  re¬ 
tirement  fund. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Does  your  amend¬ 
ment  cut  out  the  $20,000  to  extend  the 
safety  service  to  industries  using  fission¬ 
able  material? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  do  not  know  that  you 
could  say  that  it  cuts  out  any  specific 
program.  I  think  that  an  agency  of 
this  nature  can  reprogram  within  the 
agency  and  do  those  things  which  it  be¬ 
lieves  are  the  most  urgent  to  be  done. 

I  would  like  to  comment  a  little  bit 
on  the  remarks  of  my  good  friend  from 
Rhode  Island,  with  whom  I  had  the 
pleasure  to  serve  on  this  particular  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Appro - 
pi'iations  for  a  period  of  2  years.  If  we 
accept  the  idea  advanced  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  that  once  an 
authorization  bill  is  passed  it  is  then  our 
duty  to  appropriate  the  full  amount  of 
the  authorization  bill,  then  the  Commit¬ 
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tee  on  Appropriations  could  be  abolished ; 
it  would  serve  no  function.  Time  after 
time  we  hear  the  statement,  "Oh,  this 
is  only  an  authorization.  We  will  let  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  work  on 
it.”  And  then  when  the  Committee  on 
Appropz-iations  comes  in  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  cuts  something  or  the  House  says 
that  it  wants  to  cut  something,  why 
should  we  always  say,  “Well,  just  a  year 
ago  you  voted  to  authorize  it.”  If  we 
are  going  to  vote  the  full  authorizations 
on  programs,  let  us  abolish  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  and  at  least  save 
the  taxpayers  that  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  only  take  1  min¬ 
ute,  but  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  who  just  spoke  one  question,  if  he 
will  please  answer.  May  I  make  it  clear 
for  the  record  that  in  reducing  the 
amount  you  are  not  specifically  indicat¬ 
ing  that  you  want  this  new  work  covered 
by  this  $20,000  abandoned  because  in 
your  remarks  you  indicated  that  you 
wanted  no  new  work  undertaken,  and 
this  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  important 
new  work  and  I  do  not  want  it  left  in  the 
record  that  the  Department  is  instructed 
not  to  go  ahead  with  it. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  In  answer  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  I  want  to  say 
this:  In  our  private  business,  in  any  kind 
of  endeavor  today,  where  you  enter  upon 
some  new  line,  particularly  when  it  is 
just  a  very  minor  item  in  the  over-all 
picture,  you  do  not  immediately  go  out 
and  hire  so  many  people  earmarked  to 
do  that  particular  thing.  You  attempt 
to  absorb  those  costs  with  the  people  you 
now  have  working  for  you,  and  I  hon¬ 
estly  believe  that  it  can  be  done  very 
well  with  the  present  limitation  of  the 
people  who  are  working  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  and  I  know  that  it  can 
be  done  if  they  only  employ  the  people 
that  were  authorized  under  this  year’s 
appropriation  bill,  let  alone  the  raise 
called  for  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man,  and  I  hope  I  am  right  in  saying 
that  I  think  he  agrees  with  me. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chaii’man,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

"The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  like  to  find  myself  in  disagreement 
with  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Budge],  but  when  I  voted, 
for  example,  to  raise  the  minimum  wage 
in  this  country  from  75  cents  to  $1  an 
hour,  I  meant  just  that,  and  I  expected 
that  we  would  approve  the  necessary  ap¬ 
propriations  to  see  to  it  that  the  law  was 
enforced.  If  we  do  not  want  to  do  that 
and  follow  through  with  the  appropriate 
appropriations,  then  we  should  not  have 
voted  for  the  law,  in  the  first  place,  in 
my  opinion. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho. 
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Mr.  BUDGE.  I  am  just  curious  to 
know,  in  the  gentleman’s  opinion,  how 
much  more  it  will  cost  to  enforce  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  at  $1  an  hour 
than  at  75  cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  actually  do  not 
know,  because  we  have  inspectors  to  visit 
only  about  7  percent  of  the  plants  covered 
under  the  law;  so  we  do  not  know.  Un¬ 
der  the  75-cent-an-hour  law.  if  this  will 
answer  the  gentleman’s  question,  1  out  of 
8  establishments  investigated  was  found 
to  be  not  in  compliance.  Under  the  dol- 
lar-an-hour  minimum,  1  out  of  5  firms 
investigated  was  found  to  be  not  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  wage-and-hour  law. 
That  is  a  pretty  good  example. 

As  I  look  at  the  matter  of  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  it  is  this;  When  we  vote  for  leg¬ 
islation  then  I  think  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  to  go 
through  these  department  requests,  to 
carry  out  that  legislation,  with  a  fine- 
tooth  comb.  If  we  find  any  place  where 
we  can  save  money,  if  we  can  justify  in 
the  record  that  money  is  being  expended 
loosely,  then  it  is  our  responsibility  to 
tighten  the  reins  on  that  particular  de¬ 
partment.  That  is  our  responsibility  as 
I  see  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  can  find  in  the 
record  anything  to  show  that  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Standards  has  been  loosely 
operated  in  any  way,  shape,  or  form,  then 
I  think  you  have  a  legitimate  reason  for 
cutting  this  appropriation. 

There  is  not  a  State  in  the  Union 
which  has  not  at  some  time  called  on 
this  Bureau  for  help — for  information 
about  how  other  States  are  handling  a 
labor  problem  in  legislation  or  adminis¬ 
tration,  for  technical  assistance  on  how 
to  save  human  lives  and  limbs  in  indus¬ 
try,  on  how  to  facilitate  employment  for 
a  legless  veteran,  how  to  find  a  proper 
job  for  a  youngster,  and  so  on  and  on. 

Most  of  the  States  you  represent  call 
upon  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards 
constantly. 

Your  State  officials  who  ask  Bureau 
help  are  not  only  administrators.  They 
are  legislators  in  your  State  capitals 
just  as  we  are  here  in  the  Nation’s 
Capitol.  And  where  do  we  go,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  for  information  on  State 
labor  laws,  on  how  to  prevent  work  in¬ 
juries,  and  so  on,  in  order  to  answer 
our  constituents?  I  go  to  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Standards  and  so  do  many  of  you. 
This  Bureau  answers  more  than  3,000 
requests  a  year  from  the  States  and  sev¬ 
eral  hundred  from  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Upon  request  it  trains  their  factory 
inspectors  to  do  a  better  job  of  saving 
lives  on  the  job;  it  shows  employees, 
mainly  through  their  organizations,  how 
to  cut  costs  of  production  through  acci¬ 
dent  prevention;  it  advises  with  State 
legislative  commissions  which  constantly 
seek  from  them  the  most  practical  and 
economical  way  to  solve  a  labor  problem. 
It  urges  States  to  set  up  committees 
or  commissions  to  study  and  solve  their 
own  problems  rather  than  run  to  Wash¬ 
ington  for  a  law.  It  gathers  informa¬ 
tion  and  successful  experience  from 
other  States  and  makes  it  available  to 
all.  It  works  with  the  States,  but  does 


not  try  to  run  them.  It  knows  that  un¬ 
less  the  States  face  and  solve  their  labor 
problems  in  this  dynamic,  changing 
economy  of  ours,  you  and  I  are  going 
to  meet  increasing  pressure  to  authorize 
the  Federal  Government  to  do  the  job. 

Your  committee  has  already  cut  this 
Bureau’s  request  by  $135,700.  Almost 
half  the  increase  is  for  the  mandatory 
payments  to  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Fund.  We  have  allowed  only  the 
most  modest  increases:  $15,000  for  the 
President’s  Committee  on  Employment 
of  the  Physically  Handicapped  and  $20,- 
000  to  extend  safety  seiwices  to  industries 
using  fissionable  materials.  All  of  us 
know  something  about — and  those  of  you  ■ 
on  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic 
Energy  know  graphically — the  horrible 
dangers  from  radiation  in  the  peacetime 
development  of  this  new  force.  These 
dangers  can  be  controlled  but  it  is  a 
technical,  complicated  job,  especially 
when  industry  all  over  the  country  is  in¬ 
creasing  the  use  of  radioactive  isotopes 
and  our  States  must  assume  responsi¬ 
bility  for  safeguarding  workers  in  this 
new  field. 

Let  us  give  this  pittance  to  the  Bm-eau 
to  hire  and  train  men  to  help  the  States. 
Let  us  not  have  on  our  conscience  the 
false  economy  which  shortens  the  lives 
of  men  and  endangers  the  future 
generation. 

We  cut  the  request  by  over  $100,000. 
They  asked  for  $135,700  more  than  we 
allowed  them.  The  answer  that  was 
given  to  my  friend  from  California  [Mr. 
Roosevelt]  concerning  the  $20,000  for 
additional  safety  services  under  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  should  have 
been  that  it  would  be  stricken  from  the 
bill.  They  would  not  have  the  man¬ 
power  to  go  into  that  new  area  at  all. 

In  addition,  and  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge] 
realizes  this  or  not,  but  on  page  3  of  the 
bill,  line  22,  it  says:  “and  not  less  than 
$182,575  for  the  work  of  the  President’s 
Committee  on  National  Employ  the 
Physically  Handicapped  Week.’’  That 
means  that  as  long  as  you  have  not 
changed  the  figure  in  the  bill,  you  are 
still  allowing  the  $15,000  increase  we 
gave  them  for  that  work  but  you  will 
then  be  cutting  the  amount  for  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Standards  by  another 
$15,000. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Of  course,  I  realize  what 
a  difficult  task  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  has  in  bringing  this  bill 
to  the  floor.  It  is  probably  the  most  dif¬ 
ficult  bill  to  bring  to  the  floor  of  any 
which  come  before  this  body  because  of 
the  human  interest  involved,  but  I  still 
feel  that  these  amendments  which  I 
have  offered  are  proper  when  they  sim¬ 
ply  curtail  the  employment  to  those  lev¬ 
els  authorized  under  the  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  especially  when 
they  have  not  even  reached  the  level  of 
employment  authorized  for  1957.  There¬ 
fore,  I  do  not  see  how  the  gentleman  can 
contend  that  the  programs  are  being 
damaged  in  any  way. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  in  arriving  at  these 
budget  requests  they  allow  about  5  per¬ 
cent  for  so-called  lapses.  When  we  con¬ 
sider  the  number  of  positions  authorized 
and  multiply  that  by  5  percent,  we  get 
the  lapses  generally  assumed  in  the  aver¬ 
age  Government  operation.  If  this  is 
considered,  as  it  should  be,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  is  staffed  right  up  to  the 
1957  budget. 

In  the  gentleman’s  amendment  that 
we  are  talking  about  now,  since  you  have 
not  changed  that  limitation  of  $182,575 
on  line  22,  it  means  that  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  will  go  $15,000  deeper  than 
he  intended  to  go.  In  other  words,  he 
will  not  be  going  back  to  what  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Standards  had  in  1957  but 
$15,000  less  than  the  amount  that  they 
had  in  1957. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Of  course,  anything  of 
that  kind,  as  the  gentleman  knows,  could 
be  corrected  in  conference.  That  has 
been  done  before.  But  here  is  what  I 
still  cannot  understand.  The  current 
employment  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
is  5,160,  and  the  Congress  allowed  in  the 
1956  appropriations  an  employment  fig¬ 
ure  of  5,322.  Then  the  gentleman  al¬ 
lowed  in  the  1958  bill  a  total  of  5,553. 

You  have  raised  the  allowance  in  this 
bill  to  5,553,  and  they  still  have  not 
reached  the  level  that  was  authorized 
in  1956. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  that  under  average  conditions 
regarding  turnover  replacement  of  per¬ 
sonnel  leaving  a  Government  agency,  re¬ 
cruitment,  and  so  forth,  one  must  allow 
about  5  percent  for  lapses,  then  how 
do  you  come  out?  They  will  be  pretty 
close  to  what  they  should  be. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  The  HEW  figm'e  would 
be  about  10  percent. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  would  not  be  bet¬ 
ter  than  10  percent  in  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment;  it  would  be  less  than  5  percent. 
In  the  HEW  I  think  it  would  be  10  per¬ 
cent,  because  many  of  the  program  were 
not  enacted  into  law  until  the  closing 
days  of  the  session,  and  it  took  them  some 
months  to  get  tooled  up  and  get  into 
operation.  In  the  Labor  Department 
that  is  not  so,  because  we  did  not  have 
new  legislation  enacted  during  the  last 
part  of  the  last  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  am.endment 
is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  being  in  doubt,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  divided  and  there  were — ayes  107, 
noes  70. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

BUREAU  OP  VETERANS’  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  to  render  assistance  in  connection  with 
the  exercise  of  reemployment  rights  under 
section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and  Serv¬ 
ice  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  App. 
308),  the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as 
amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  351),  the  Army 
Reserve  and  Retired  Personnel  Service  Law 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


3917 


of  1940.  as  amended  (60  U.  S.  C.  App.  401), 
and  section  9  of  the  Universal  Military  Train¬ 
ing  and  Service  Act  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  459), 
and  the  Reserve  Forces  Act  of  1955  (69  Stat. 
698),  $542,000.  . 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Budge:  On  page 
4,  line  18,  strike  out  ‘‘$542,000'’  and  insert 
“$406,000.” 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
exactly  the  same  type  amendment  as 
was  previously  adopted.  It  takes  the 
number  of  positions  authorized  in  fis¬ 
cal  1957  and  adds  to  that  amount  of 
money  the  payments  for  the  retirement 
fund,  and  the  money  for  the  extra  day’s 
pay.  It  does  not  cut  out  any  existing 
program.  It  simply  means  that  we  will 
continue  at  the  same  level  as  we  are 
now  operating  in  this  particular  agency, 
and  that  the  retirement  payment  will 
be  contributed  in  addition  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  spending  for  personnel  in  the 
agency. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
really  thoughts  this  might  go  by  without 
any  attempted  cuts  by  my  friends  on  the 
Republican  side  of  the  aisle,  because 
this  does  not  really  affect  labor  as  the 
term  “labor”  is  usually  thought  of.  It 
just  affects  veterans.  It  affects  all  the 
veterans  of  our  country.  It  is  something 
the  American  Legion  has  testified  for,  it 
is  something  the  Veterans  of  Foreign 
■Wars  have  testified  for,  it  is  something 
the  Disabled  American  Veterans  have 
testified  for,  it  is  something  the  AMVETS 
have  testified  for,  in  fact  every  veterans 
organization  has  urged  that  this  item  be 
approved. 

It  is  because  of  your  action  in  passing 
the  reserve  act  a  year  or  two  ago  that 
they  have  a  40  percent  increase  in  work¬ 
load.  This  year  because  of  the  passing 
of  the  Military  Reserve  Act  they  have  25 
percent  over  1957.  This  is  the  only 
place  in  the  Federal  Government  where 
an  employee  who  leaves  the  service, 
whether  he  be  in  the  Reserve,  in  the 
National  Guard,  or  in  the  regular  armed 
services,  has  any  guaranty  that  his  job 
rights  will  be  retained  when  he  returns 
home. 

On  top  of  that,  since  from  now  on 
those  going  into  the  armed  services  have 
no  further  rights  as  far  as  education  and 
all  the  other  benefits  under  the  GI  bill  of 
rights  is  concerned,  this  is  the  only  thing 
that  a  person  going  into  the  service  today 
has  to  look  to  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Let  me  repeat  this  again.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  number  of  reservists 
and  National  Guard  men  who  must  per¬ 
form  training  duty  will  average  about 
1,250,000  an  increase  of  40  percent  over 
1956  and  25  percent  over  1957.  That  is 
something  that  was  not  in  this  situation 
before.  So,  in  effect,  when  you  cut  down 
this  increase,  you  are  saying  to  every¬ 


one  who  goes  up  for  training  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  or  in  the  Reserve,  “We  are 
not  going  to  guarantee  your  job  and  job 
rights  when  you  come  back  home.” 
When  you  cut  out  this  amount  of  money 
that  is  all  there  is  to  it.  If  you  want  to 
vote  that  way,  all  well  and  good.  It  is  a 
vote  against  the  veteran.  It  is  a  vote 
against  eveiy  reservist  who  is  called  up 
for  special  training  in  the  years  to  come. 
If  you  want  to  deny  them  their  rights  to 
get  their  jobs  back  when  they  return 
from  training,  then  a  good  way  to  deny 
them  that  right  is  to  vote  for  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge J. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Rooney)  there 
were — ayes  103,  noes  96. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  teellers  Mr.  Fogarty 
and  Mr.  Budge. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  there  were — ayes  114; 
noes  87. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

BUREAU  OP  APPRENTICESHIP 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  conduct  a 
program  of  encouraging  apprentice  training, 
as  authorized  by  the  acts  of  March  4,  1913  (5 
U.  S.  C.  611) ,  and  August  16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  C. 
50),  $3,600,000. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment  which  I  send 
to  the  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rogers  of 
Texas:  On  page  4,  line  24,  strike  out 
“$3,600,000”  and  insert  “$3,399,000.” 

[Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix,! 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is,  first,  important 
to  point  out  that  this  cut  is  proposed  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  in  this  particular 
appropriation  there  is  no  increase  in 
the  number  of  employees  allowed  the 
department.  So  if  on  the  previous  oc¬ 
casions  you  have  voted  because  you  felt 
that  we  should  maintain  the  status  of  the 
department  as  far  as  employment  is  con¬ 
cerned  exactly  where  it  was  before,  that 
is  not  the  case  here. 

By  this  amendment  you  are  asked  to 
cut  out  a  $201,000  appropriation  for  the 
better  training  of  personnel  in  indus¬ 
trial  plants,  the  very  thing  that  is  at  the 
heart  of,  actually,  most  of  our  national 
defense.  If  you  cut  this  out  you  are  do¬ 
ing  something  which  will  put  us  further 
behind  the  Communist  Russian  advances 
in  industrial  fields  and  you  are  doing  al¬ 
most  iiTeparable  harm  to  our  national 
defense. 

I  think  the  time  has  come  to  recognize 
that  simply  because  you  get  postcards 
from  people  at  home  which  tell  you  in 
general  terms  to  cut  the  budget  is  no 
excxise  for  us  to  cut  without  any  rhyme 
or  reason.  Certainly,  here  is  a  case 
where  there  is  no  good  reason  to  do  so. 


The  world  is  moving  and  no  action  of 
ours  is  going  to  bring  it  to  a  halt.  If 
we  do  not  voice  the  fact  that  we  need 
better  industrial  techniques  in  all  of  our 
employment  areas  in  the  United  States 
for  our  own  advancement,  our  own 
standards  of  living  as  well  as  national 
defense,  we  are  going  back  down  the  re- 
actionai-y  trail  which  each  and  every  one 
of  us  is  going  to  regret  at  some  futin-e 
time.  I  therefore  hope  that  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  true  that  economy 
can  be  effected  simply  by  chopping  down 
the  budget  requests  of  the  various  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government,  but  it  is  also  true  that 
sound  economy  can  also  be  practiced  by 
providing  sufficient  funds  for  the  effi¬ 
cient  carrying  out  of  Government  opera¬ 
tions  and  by  the  intelligent  investment 
of  Federal  funds  in  the  future  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  economy. 

I  feel  strongly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
have  an  opportunity  today  to  distinguish 
between  these  types  of  economy.  I  doubt 
if  there  are  more  than  a  handful  of 
Members  in  this  body  who  seriously  dis¬ 
pute  the  tremendous  job  which  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Apprenticeship — under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor — has  performed  in 
recent  years,  and  the  even  greater  con¬ 
tribution  which  it  can  make  to  a  sound 
national  economy  if  this  program  is  al¬ 
lowed  to  develop  and  grow. 

One  thing  should  be  understood  at  the 
outset,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  apprentice¬ 
ship  programs  which  are  initiated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  do  not  fall 
within  the  category  sometimes  referred 
to  as  a  “Federal  handout.” 

Apprenticeship,  in  its  simplest  terms, 
is  training  for  those  occupations  com¬ 
monly  known  as  skilled  crafts  or  trades 
that  require  a  wide  and  diverse  range  of 
skills  and  knowledge,  as  well  as  a  matu¬ 
rity  and  independence  of  judgment,  ffiie 
apprenticeship  programs  which  we  are 
considering  at  this  time  are  not  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Federal  Government, 
They  are  voluntary  programs  between 
management  and  labor,  stimulated  by 
Government  and  in  cooperation  with  vo¬ 
cational  education.  In  most  instances, 
these  programs  evolve  as  a  result  of  the 
encouragement  and  technical  assistance 
offered  by  the  Federal  Government 
through  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship. 

At  the  present  time,  skilled  workers 
in  the  United  States  number  nearly  9 
million  and  comprise  about  14  piercent  of 
our  work  force.  Each  year  250,000  new 
skilled  workers  are  needed  merely  to 
replace  those  who  die  or  retire.  Many 
additional  thousands,  of  course,  are 
needed  annually  to  meet  expanding  ac¬ 
tivity  in  almost  eveiy  segment  of  our 
economy. 

If  this  need  is  to  be  met — and  I’m  sure 
we  all  agree  that  it  must  be  met — these 
skilled  workers  have  got  to  come  from 
someplace.  At  the  present  time,  ap¬ 
proved  apprenticeship  pi-ograms  regis¬ 
tered  with  the  Department  of  Labor  pro¬ 
duce  about  40,000  graduate  apprentices  a 
year,  and  about  the  same  number  grad¬ 
uate  from  progi'ams  which  have  not 
been  registered  with  the  Department  of 
Labor.  We  know  from  both  Govern- 
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ment  and  industry  sources  that  tne  addi¬ 
tional  200,000  and  more  skilled  workers 
needed  each  year  are  simply  not  forth¬ 
coming  from  our  technical  schools,  from 
skilled  immigrants  from  abroad,  from 
training  programs  within,  industry,  and 
from  workers  with  job  experience. 

We  have  got  to  face  the  fact  that  there 
is  a  shortage  of  skilled  workers  in  the 
United  States  today  and  that  this  short¬ 
age  will  affect  our  futuic  economic  ac¬ 
tivity  just  as  it  affects  our  economic  ac¬ 
tivity  today. 

There  is  a  very  direct  casual  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  shortage  of  skilled 
labor  in  the  construction  and  home 
building  industries  and  the  inflationary 
high  prices  which  the  American  con¬ 
sumer  is  paying  for  new  homes  and  plant 
facilities.  The  demand  for  skilled  la¬ 
bor  in  these  areas  is  greater  than  the 
average  supply — and  the  result,  as  we 
all  know,  is  a  higher  price  to  the  buyer. 
When  we  project  the  tremendous  de¬ 
mand  for  homes,  industrial  facilities, 
highways,  schools,  and  essential  public 
works  in  the  years  ahead,  it  becomes  ab¬ 
solutely  clear  that  we  must  plan  now  to 
assure  a  sufficient  supply  of  skilled  men 
and  women  in  our  American  work  force. 
To  do  otherwise  is  to  invite  greater  in¬ 
flation  and  to  further  endanger  the 
soundness  of  our  national  economy. 

We  must  also  recognize  the  very  sig¬ 
nificant  change  in  the  nature  of  our 
industrial  activity,  which  also  requires 
expansion  of  the  apprenticeship  pro¬ 
gram.  We  know  that  thousands  of  ad¬ 
ditional  skilled  workers  will  be  needed  as 
a  result  of  automation  and  the  strides 
in  technology  which  are  being  made  to¬ 
day.  Atomic  plant  construction,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  has  shown  that  welders  of  ordi- 
nai-y  skill  are  simply  not  fully  qualified 
to  do  the  job,  and  in  the  printing  field, 
highly  trained  printers  have  found  it 
necessary  to  acquire  new  skills  as  photo¬ 
type-setting  and  other  developments 
have  taken  place. 

Mr.  Chairman,  World  War  II  and 
Korea  demonstrated  beyond  the  shadow 
of  a  doubt  the  essential  nature  of  the 
apprenticeship  program.  Yet  since 
Korea,  the  program — because  of  money 
limitations — has  gone  backwards,  not 
forward.  The  275  field  men  for  the 
Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  can  extend 
themselves  only  so  far.  During  1956, 
they  worked  with  133,000  business  estab¬ 
lishments,  9,000  local  unions,  and  2,000 
trade  associations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  both  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  our  national  security  and  our 
peacetime  economy,  I  submit  that  the 
value  and  success  of  the  apprenticeship 
programs  initiated  by  the  Bureau  of  Ap¬ 
prenticeship  have  been  conclusively 
demonstrated.  To  meet  the  challenge  of 
the  future,  I  further  believe  that  economy 
in  the  best  sense  dictates  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  move  forward.  For  this  reason,  I 
vehemently  oppose  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Gentleman  from  Texas,  and 
I  urge  consideration  of  restoring  the  ad¬ 
ditional  $340,000  requested  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  for  the  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 


Mr.  BAILEY.  I  would  like  to  make  the 
observation  that  I  doubt  seriously  if  the 
author  of  this  amendment  has  a  single 
industrial  plant  in  his  district. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  am  glad  to  have  that 
information  from  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Once  before 
when  I  offered  an  amendment  my  good 
friend  from  West  Virginia  made  that 
comment,  and  I  want  to  say  at  this  time 
that  I  do  have  some  industrial  plants  in 
my  district,  but  I  also  have  quite  a  few 
taxpayers. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  aware  of  the  fact  that  private 
enterprise  has  a  tremendous  program 
under  way  in  this  area  and  also  the 
States? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Of  court  I  am. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  It  is  not 
our  fault  because  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  do  it. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Would  the  gentleman 
care  to  go  into  that  a  little  bit  further? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  should  be 
happy  to. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  What  is  private  indus¬ 
try  doing? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  They  are 
doing  a  tremendous  job.  The  bulk  of  it 
is  being  done  there.  That  is  the  basis  of 
the  argument. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Are  they  doing  a  full 
job?  That  is  the  question.  And  the  an¬ 
swer  is  no.  Furthermore,  private  in- 
dusti-y  is  very  much  in  support  of  this 
program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  Horn  Ohio  has  expired. 

(Mr.  ASHLETY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  woi*d. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  there  is 
a  spirit  here  now  tending  to  sustain 
every  amendment  to  cut  the  budget. 
But  I  think  in  this  instance  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  be  doing  something  which 
on  greater  reflection  they  would  not 
want  to  do. 

The  retirement  cost,  which  is  a  new 
item  attributed  to  this  appropriation  is 
$174,180.  The  item  for  an  extra  day’s 
pay  is  $11,420.  That  makes  a  total  of 
approximately  $185,000.  You  are  pro¬ 
posing  to  cut  this  appropriation  now 
$185,000  below  what  it  was  last  year.  I 
think  this  is  an  especially  bad  time  to 
make  a  cut  in  this  appropriation.  The 
apprenticeship  training  program  has 
been  carried  on  through  the  cooperation 
of  both  the  employers  and  the  employees. 
A  man  serves  a  certain  number  of  years 
as  a  journeyman.  He  goes  to  school  and 
works  on  the  job. 

This  has  been  a  program  earned  on 
primarily  in  the  building  trades.  There 
is  a  plan  now  to  carry  it  to  the  factories 
in  the  mass-production  industries. 

We  know  that  one  of  the  things  Russia 
is  doing  is  emphasizing  the  training  of 


skilled  workmen.  They  are  emphasizing 
technical  education.  I  do  not  think  this 
is  a  case  where  we  can  afford  to  fall 
behind,  and  of  all  times  I  do  not  think 
now  is  the  time  to  cut  this  progi'am 
almost  $200,000  more. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Is  it  true  that  a  good 
part  of  the  increase  requested  was  to  take 
care  of  30  new  positions  all  of  which 
would  be  located  in  the  city  of  Wash¬ 
ington? 

Mr.  DENTON.  As  I  remember,  we  cut 
out  most  of  the  new  positions.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  this  item  was  for  work  to  be 
done  in  the  field.  This  program  was  to 
take  care  of  the  mass-production  field  to 
which  it  had  not  been  extended  here¬ 
tofore. 

Mr.  JONAS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  on  page  124  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  there  is  a  colloquy  between  the  sub¬ 
committee  chairman  and  representatives 
of  the  Department  in  which  it  was 
pointed  out  by  the  chaiiman  that  in 
the  past  the  committee  had  suggested 
that  increases  be  used  in  the  field,  but 
that  the  Bureau  had  been  increasing 
staff  in  Washington;  and  that  30  of  these 
positions  requested  here  was  for  work 
in  Washington. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment  goes  far  beyond  the  level  of  the 
1957  appropriation.  The  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]  has  been  offer¬ 
ing  amendments  to  keep  the  budget  fig¬ 
ures  on  salary  and  expense  items  in  line 
with  the  1957  appropriation  act.  This 
particular  amendment,  however,  goes 
beyond  that  and  makes  a  deeper  cut  than 
appropriation  approved  in  the  1957 
budget. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  offered  an  ' 
amendment  in  the  subcommittee  and 
suggested  that  we  hold  the  figure  to  the 
1957  level.  The  committee  agreed  to 
hold  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  at  the 
1957  level.  In  that  budget  the  new  posi¬ 
tions  to  which  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  referred  were  not  allowed. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  whole  increase 
which  was  requested  by  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  and  approved  by  the  President 
and  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Apprenticeship  Training  was  dis¬ 
allowed  by  the  subcommittee. 

The  amendment  which  is  before  us 
goes  much  deeper  and  makes  cuts  beyond 
the  1957  budget  figure.  I  just  wanted 
to  make  sure  that  all  members  of  the 
committee  know  that  this  is  a  different 
type  of  amendment  than  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  have  been  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge].  I  hope* 
the  committee  will  approve  the  appro¬ 
priation  in  the  amount  of  $3,600,000  for 
the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship.  I  call 
again  to  the  attention  of  the  committee 
that  this  budget  item  was  reduced  by 
$340,000  by  an  amendment  offered  by  me 
in  committee. 

The  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  in  its 
appearance  before  our  committee  ask  for 
$3,940,000  for  fiscal  1958.  In  fiscal  year 
1957  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  re- 
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ceived  $3,399,000.  The  increased  request 
for  fiscal  year  1958  provided  for  $201,000 
to  cover  mandatory  increases  in  expenses 
for  1958  and  $340,000  for  a  new  expand¬ 
ed  training  program  in  the  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship.  Many  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  expressed  great  concern  to  our 
committee  that  this  proposed  program 
was  getting  into  the  field  of  vocational 
education.  The  committee  accepted  my 
amendment  and  deferred  the  possible 
extension  of  this  program  until  more 
conclusive  evidence  was  presented  to  our 
committee  that  the  concern  shown  by 
vocational  people  throughout  the  United 
States  and  by  Members  of  Congress  was 
not  well  founded. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  include 
in  the  Record  several  of  the  many  let¬ 
ters  which  I  received  as  a  member  of  this 
subcommittee  opposing  the  new  ex¬ 
panded  training  program  in  the  Bureau 
of  Apprenticeship: 

State  of  Wisconsin’, 

State  Board  op 

■Vocational  and  Adult  Education, 

Madison,  March  13,  1957. 
The  Honorable  Melvin  Laird, 

United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  This  will  confirm  my  telephone 
conversation  with  you  this  morning  regarding 
the  appropriation  which  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  United  States  Oepartment  of 
Labor  for  the  purpose  of  launching  a  train¬ 
ing  program.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  budget  at  the  -present  time  carries  an 
appropriation  of  approximately  $300,000 
which  would  enable  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  to  launch  a  training  pro¬ 
gram  in  vocational  education  during  the 
coming  year. 

The  State  board  of  vocational  and  adult 
education  and  the  local  schools  of  vocational 
and  adult  education  have  always  cooperated 
with  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor 
in  the  apprenticeship  training  program. 

My  associates  in  vocational  education  and 
I  are  concerned  because  if  an  appropriation  is 
made  to  the  United  States  Department  of 
L,abor  for  the  purpose  of  training,  we  will 
have  a  Federal  training  agency  competing 
with  the  vocational  school  system  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  vocational  education. 

I  was  greatly  assured  this  morning  when 
you  advised  me  that  you  were  opposed  to  the 
development  of  a  training  program  in  the 
United  States  Department  of  Labor.  My  as¬ 
sociates  in  vocational  education  and  I  will 
appreciate  anything  that  you  may  do  to  the 
end  that  vocational  education  in  Wisconsin 
will  continue  to  be  the  responsibility  of  our 
State  system  of  vocational  education. 

With  best  wishes.  I  am. 

Sincerely  yours, 

C.  L.  Greiber, 

State  Director,  Vocational  and  Adult 
Education. 

Marshfield  Vocational 
AND  Adult  Education  School, 
Marshfield,  Wis.,  March  6,  1957. 
Hon,  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

United  States  Congressman, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Melvin:  Sorry  I  did  not  get  to  see 
you  on  your  visit  to  Marshfield  this  past 
week.  Ruth  said  she  saw  you  in  church.  I 
was  not  violating  the  Sabbath  by  going  fish¬ 
ing,  but  was  taking  care  of  a  cold. 

I  am  concerned  about  a  matter  involving 
providing  funds  to  the  Department  of'Labor 
so  that  this  Department  can  launch  a  train¬ 
ing  program.  There  is  no  need  for  a  dupli¬ 
cation  of  said  program  as  demands  for  train¬ 
ing  be  taken  care  of  by  the  United  States*Oe- 
partment  of  Education.  I  know  you  are  a 


member  of  the  House  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  also  a  member  of  the  House  sub¬ 
committee  that  handles  appropriations  for 
the  Labor  Department  and  that  you  are  in 
a  position  to  scrutinize  the  Labor  Depai't- 
ment’s  request  for  said  funds. 

In  the  present  search  for  funds  to  run  the 
Government,  there  is  no  need  to  add  an¬ 
other  training  agency.  I  hope  to  see  you  the 
next  time  you  come  to  Marshfield. 

Best  wishes  to  the  family. 

I  am. 

Yours  truly,  . 

L.  H.  Dressendorfer, 

Director, 

Wausau  Vocational 

AND  Adult  School, 
Wausau,  Wis.,  March  8,  1957. 
Hon.  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Laird:  It  has  been  brought  to  our 
attention  that  legislation  is  being  prepared 
to  create  additional  funds  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  permitting  the  Division  of  Ap¬ 
prenticeship  to  set  up  a  training  program. 

For  many  years  the  Wisconsin  schools  of 
vocational  and  adult  education  have  con¬ 
ducted  training  courses  for  apprentices  with 
well  organized  programs  and  competent  in¬ 
structors  who  are  under  the  supervision  of 
people  trained  in  adult  education.  I  am 
quite  certain  that  if  you  would  investigate 
you  will  find  that  there  is  very  little  criticism 
of  the  program  being  offered.  Therefore,  we 
feel  that  it  would  be  a  duplication  to  set  up 
a  training  division  within  the  Department  of 
Labor  when  vocational  schools  on  the  local 
level  are  carrying  out  this  type  of  training 
with  local  and  State  funds. 

We  encourage  you  to  vote  against  any  type 
of  appropriation  which  would  set  up  a  com¬ 
petitive  program. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence  B.  Hott, 

Director. 


Watertown  Vocational 

AND  Adult  School, 
Watertown,  Wis,  March  19,  1957. 
Hon.  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

House  of  Representatives,. 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Laird:  I  wish  to  register  my 
obections  to  the  proposed  authorization  by 
Congress  for  the  use  of  funds  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  for  apprenticeship  training. 

The  recent  reorganization  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  duplicates  the  existing  divi¬ 
sion  of  apprenticeship  which  is  already  a 
duplication  of  the  apprenticeship  training 
program  carried  on  in  Wisconsin. 

This  is  an  opportunity  to  cut  Government 
spending  and  at  the  same  time  perform  a 
service  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  Appren¬ 
ticeship  training  would  still  be  strongly  sup¬ 
ported  in  this  State  by  the  vocational  and 
adult  schools. 

I  trust  you  will  exert  every  effort  to  oppose 
the  appropriation  to  the  Department  of  Labor 
for  this  training. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Glenn  L.  Johnson, 

Director. 

Manitowoc  School  of 
Vocational  and  Adult  Education, 

Manitowoc,  Wis.,  March  9,  1957. 
Representative  Melvin  Laird, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

De.ar  Mr.  Laird:  I  have  been  informed  that 
our  Secretary  of  Labor  is  planning  to  have 
the  Labor  Department  enter  into  the  field  of 
training  if  funds  are  authorized  for  this 
purpose.  I  am  sure  that  you  realize  that  the 
Labor  Department  was  never  intended  to  be 
a  training  institution.  If  we  have  so  much 
money  to  spend,  why  not  have  it  appropri¬ 


ated  to  the  training  institutions  which  are 
already  in  existence  and  functioning  mo.st 
effectively  with  the  limited  funds  provided 
for  them.  I  sincerely  hope  that  you  will 
assist  us  in  keeping  training  funds  channeled 
to  our  schools  and  help  to  kill  the  proposal 
of  giving  funds  to  the  Labor  Department  for 
this  purpose. 

Extending  best  wishes,  I  am. 

Yours  very  truly, 

John  G.  Ausman, 

Director. 

Eau  Claire  School  of 
Vocational  and  Adult  Education, 

Eau  Claire,  Wis.,  March  11,  1957. 
Congressman  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Honorable  Sir:  It  is  my  understanding 
that  you  are  a  member  of  the  House  Appro¬ 
priation’s  Committee  and  a  member  of  the 
House  Subcommittee  that  has  to  do  with 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor. 
It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  is  seeking  appropriation 
to  set  up  a  separate  division  for  education 
and  training  in  addition  to  the  now-existing 
division  of  apprenticeship.  As  one  who  has 
been  dealing  with  the  problems  of  appren¬ 
ticeships  and  other  trade  training  for  the 
past  25  years,  it  is  my  humble  opinion  that 
appropriations  should  not  be  used  for  this 
purpose  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  It  would  be  spending  money  for  the 
purpose  of  duplicating  a  service  that  al¬ 
ready  exists  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  and 
of  which  I  know  that  you  are  much  aware 
of.  The  Apprenticeship  Division  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  have  fieldmen  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  with  whom  we  are  in  constant 
contact  with  apprenticeship  training.  The 
vocational  schools  adequately  handled  the 
matter  of  apprenticeship  training  long  before 
the  division  of  apprenticeship  was  turned 
over  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  I  am  sure 
that  you  are  aware  that  the  record  shows 
that  apprenticeship  training  and  other  occu¬ 
pational  training  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
has  been  pretty  well  taken  care  of  on  a  State 
level  up  to  the  present  time. 

2.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  unwise  to 
set  up  any  kind  of  a  training  or  education 
program  outside  of  the  now-existing  depart¬ 
ments  of  education  on  a  Federal  level.  If 
training  is  Inadequate  in  any  division  of  our 
economy,  then  it  means  to  further  such 
education. 

3.  On  our  local  level,  we  are  experiencing 
an  ever  increasing  load  of  trainees  and  ap¬ 
plications  for  training  in  the  technical  fields. 
The  vocational  school  at  Eau  Claire  has  had 
a  full  load  enrollment  in  day  schools  for  the 
last  3  years  with  an  ever  increasing  number 
of  applicants  awaiting  on  the  outside.  The 
needs  of  the  industries  of  our  Nation  for 
technical  help  is  skyrocketing  beyond  our 
capabilities  for  taking  care  of  the  demand. 
If  the  Federal  Government  is  to  give  help 
to  education  and  training  in  this  field,  which 
I  feel  it  should,  this  is  the  place  it  could 
right  now  be  profitably  used.  The  vocational 
schools  of  Wisconsin  are  now  in  their  46th 
year  of  operation,  and  I  believe  that  this 
46  years  of  experience  should  not  be  wasted 
but  should  be  exploited  to  the  fullest  extent. 

4.  The  educational  system  of  Wisconsin 
provides  practically  100  piercent  coverage  for 
education  and  training  opportunities — ele¬ 
mentary  schools,  secondary  schools,  and  be¬ 
yond  the  high  schools  we  have  our  colleges 
and  universities.  For  that  great  number  of 
people,  which  according  to  surveys  we  have 
made  in  our  own  area,  who  will  not  or  can¬ 
not  attend  college  or  university,  we  have 
our  vocational  school  system  for  vocational 
and  technical  education  on  a  part-time  or  a 
full-time  basis.  No  system  of  education  is 
so  good  that  it  cannot  be  improved,  but  with 
this  excellent  coverage  it  would  seem  that 
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the  wisest  policy  is  to  improve  what  we  have 
rather  than  to  add  something  that  would 
be  only  a  duplication. 

I  hope  that  your  committee  will  in  Its 
•wisdom  make  the  recommendations  that 
would  augment  present  education  and  train¬ 
ing  programs  of  our  Nation  financially  rather 
than  set  up  finances  to  be  used  by  a  Federal 
agency  for  purposes  which  are  not  now 
clear. 

Sincerely  yours, 

W.  L.  Enge,  Director. 

Stoughton  Vocational  School, 

Stoughton,  IVts.,  March  8, 1957. 
Hon.  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  It  was  brought  to  our  attention 
today  that  the  United  States  Department  of 
Labor  is  making  an  effort  to  launch  a  train¬ 
ing  program  for  apprentices  during  the  com¬ 
ing  year  and  one  which  we  feel  would  seri¬ 
ously  affect  the  program  of  vocational  and 
adult  education  in  Wisconsin. 

You  are  undoubtedly  aware  of  the  fact 
that  included  in  our  Wisconsin  program  is 
a  well-established  apprenticeship  training 
program  which  served  thousands  of  appren¬ 
tices  in  Wisconsin  during  the  war  and  is 
now  doing  the  same  In  cooperation  with 
the  trades  and  with  Industry  and  one  which 
Is  already  aided  by  the  Federal  Govornment. 

It  would  seem  that  to  set  up  a  second  ap¬ 
prenticeship  training  program  would  simply 
duplicate  the  work  which  our  well-equipped 
vocational  schools  In  Wisconsin  have  done 
satisfactorily  for  many  years  and  would  in¬ 
volve  a  tremendous  additional  expenditure. 

The  Wisconsin  apprenticeship  program  has 
stood  the  test  in  time  of  war  and  in  time 
of  peace  and  has  proven  to  be  adequate.  At 
the  present  time  there  are  7,397  apprentices 
actively  enrolled  in  the  Wisconsin  program 
in  some  60  different  trades. 

Since  you  are  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
Labor  Department,  we  in  the  field  of  voca¬ 
tional  education  as  well  as  labor  appeal  to 
you  to  oppose  any  such  duplication  of  the 
present  apprenticeship  training  program  and 
to  use  every  influence  at  your  command  to 
prevent  the  passage  of  any  legislation  that 
would  tend  to  handicap  or  retard  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  now  in  effect. 

Very  truly  yours, 

G.  W.  SCHEFELKER, 

Director, 

School  of  Vocational 
AND  Adult  Education, 
Marinette,  Wis.,  March  8,  1957. 
Congressman  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Laird:  It  has  come  to  my  atten¬ 
tion  recently  of  the  reorganization  in  the 
United  States  Department  of  Labor  setting 
up  a  separate  Division  of  Training  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  existing  Division  of  Apprentice¬ 
ship. 

You,  no  doubt,  are  aware  of  the  very  good 
assistance  the  vocational  schools  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  are  giving  the  apprenticeship  program. 
The  Federal  apprenticeship  men  working  in 
our  State  are  really  superfluous. 

Every  State  in  the  Union  has  a  vocational 
department  which  could  do  apprenticeship 
training,  so  why  set  up  other  facilities  to 
increase  costs?  With  the  possibility  of  bill 
S.  1298,  the  area  vocational  school  measure, 
becoming  a  law,  why  not  have  them  assume 
the  training  in  their  areas? 

In  other  words,  it  is  my  belief  that  the 
country  has  sufficient  training  facilities  in 
existence  without  spending  more  money  for 
duplication.  Here  is  another  place  to  hold 
down  on  expenditures. 


I  feel  that  the  Department  of  Labor  should 
not  receive  authorization  or  money  for  train¬ 
ing. 

Yours  very  truly, 

H.  H.  Merrill, 

Director. 

Appleton  School  op 
Vocational  and  Adult  Education, 

Appleton,  Wis.,  March  7,  1957. 
Congressman  Melvin  Laird, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Laird  :  Information  has 
come  to  me  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
is  requesting  funds  for  the  purpose  of  enter¬ 
ing  into  a  training  program  for  apprentices. 
This  is  an  authority  that  the  Department 
has  sought  for  a  number  of  years,  and  which 
Congress,  so  far,  has  wisely  rejected. 

I  can  think  of  no  good  reason  for  any 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  entering 
into  the  field  of  education,  particularly  in 
providing  instruction  for  apprentices,  as 
their  efforts  would  be  largely  a  duplicate  of 
existing  public  facilities. 

Rather  than  Increase  the  appropriation 
to  the  Department  of  Labor,  Congress  would 
serve  the  interests  of  the  people  better  by 
observing  the  results  of  the  expenditures 
now  being  made.  My  experience  with  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  is 
that  they  achieve  practically  no  useful  pur¬ 
pose  in  Wisconsin. 

I  sincerely  hope  you  will  see  fit  to  oppose 
authority  in  the  Appropriations  Committee 
of  which  I  understand  you  are  a  member. 
Yours  sincerely, 

Carl  G.  Bertram,  Director. 

The  Vocational  and  Adult  School, 

Fond  Du  Lac,  Wis.,  March  8,  1957. 
The  Honorable  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

House  of  Representatives,  Member  of 
House  Appropriations  Committee, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  If  you  are  interested  In  keeping 
government  out  of  business,  school  business, 
as  I  know  you  are,  then  you  will  do  what  you 
can  against  the  United  States  Department  of 
Labor’s  new  angle  in  promoting  a  separate 
division  of  training  under  the  Division  of 
Apprenticeship. 

It  is  not  reasonable,  in  view  of  the  need 
for  efficiency  and  economy  in  Government, 
that  a  new  division  in  the  Labor  Department 
be  set  up  for  the  training  of  apprentices 
when  such  a  setup  is  aWeady  existing  in  most 
communities  all  over  the  country.  These 
training  centers  are  under  local  control,  su¬ 
pervised  by  State  and  Federal  regulations  .  If 
a  few  centers  are  not  doing  the  Job  they 
should  be  doing,  it  doesn’t  need  another 
Federal  Department  to  correct  the  situation. 

I  feel  positive  that  you  are  well  informed 
as  to  the  Wisconsin  system  of  apprentice 
training.  Our  apprentice  training  is  one  of 
the  most,  if  not  the  most,  important  phase 
of  vocational  training.  Each  school  has  pur¬ 
chased  equipment  and  hired  Instructors  es¬ 
pecially  for  apprentice  training.  Is  it  the 
idea  of  the  Labor  Department  to  take  over 
this  job  we  have  been  doing  on  a  local  level 
since  1911?  Both  labor  and  industry  in 
Wisconsin  are  behind  our  system  of  training. 
Th^y  are  not  in  favor  of  having  the  training 
of  their  apprentices  under  a  Federal  bureau. 

I  trust  that  you  will  do'everjrthing  in  your 
power  to  stop  this  movement  before  it  gets 
a  foothold. 

Yours  very  truly, 

O.  J.  Dorr,  Director. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  appropriation  is  to  provide 
training  for  the  American  worker  to  up¬ 
grade  his  skill  to  a  higher  degree  of  pro¬ 
ductivity.  Every  Member  of  Congress 


on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  should  support 
this  legislation. 

How  does  the  apprenticeship  program 
operate?  The  Labor  Department  does 
not  train  workers,  nor  does  it  find  jobs 
for  those  who  want  to  be  trained  as  ap¬ 
prentices.  For  a  job  as  an  apprentice, 
applications  should  be  made  to  a  local 
public  employment  service,  a  local  labor 
union  in  the  trade  in  which  the-applicant 
is  interested,  or  directly  to  the  employer. 

The  Federal  field  representatives  seek 
out  the  firms  and  associations  involved 
in  the  trades  listed  as  critical  opera¬ 
tions.  They  figuratively  knock  on  doors 
to  interest  the  firms  in  such  fields  to  get 
behind  a  training  program. 

They  talk  to  the  personnel  men — men 
who  find  it  difficult  to  fill  such  jobs  in 
their  plants.  They  ask  these  men  if  it 
had  occurred  to  them  that  they  could 
possibly  train  their  own  skilled  help. 

A  conference  with  other  related  plant 
executives  usually  results  in  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  being  set  up.  The  practice  is  in- 
ci’easing.  It  gives  the  employer  more 
skillful  workers  and  the  individual  better 
opportunities  for  employment  and  a 
chance  to  earn  while  learning. 

The  Labor  Department  helps  such, 
fii-ms  establish  apprenticeship  stand¬ 
ards.  It  spells  out  such  basic  stops  as 
how  the  trainee  comes  into  the  program, 
the  employer’s  responsibility,  the 
trainee’s  eligibility,  wages,  hours,  and 
such. 

There  are  a  number  of  ways  of  operat¬ 
ing  such  a  program.  It  could  be  an  em¬ 
ployer  with  no  union,  an  employer  with 
a  bargaining  agreement  with  a  union,  a 
group  of  employers  and  a  union  in  an 
area,  a  union  program  exclusively  or  an 
employer’s  group  without  a  union. 

All  apprenticeship  agreements  between 
employer  sind  employee  must  be  regis¬ 
tered  with  the  State  apprenticeship 
council.  The  trainees  must  attend  re¬ 
lated  classrooms,  which  are  held  either 
at  the  shop  or  in  special  comses  in  a 
trade  school.  Federal  supervisors  at¬ 
tend  a  limited  number  of  such  appren¬ 
ticeship  training  courses  to  see  that  the 
standards  are  maintained. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  h£is  said  and 
most  eveiTone  agrees  that  we  must  train 
an  additional  5  million  skilled  and  semi¬ 
skilled  industrial  workers  by  1965. 

In  Cleveland,  the  training  programs 
are  niunerically  far  above  the  national 
average  for  the  production  of  craftsmen 
in  the  construction,  mechanical  and  in¬ 
dustrial  or  service  trades.  The  training 
programs  are  conducted  through  the 
Cleveland  Trade  School  (sponsored  by 
the  Cleveland  Board  of  Education)  and 
in  industrial  plants  working  in  close 
cooperation  with  the  Ohio  State  Appren¬ 
ticeship  Council  and  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment’s  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship. 

Five  thousand  firms  of  all  types  par¬ 
ticipating  in  750  registered  programs 
with  4,743  apprentices  throughout  the 
Cleveland  region,  2,596  persons  in  the 
building  trades,  1,836  in  industrial  and 
mechanical  trades.  Six  apprentices  per 
program  ai'e  being  trained  in  the  Cleve¬ 
land  area.  Our  Cleveland  Trade  School 
is  currently  training  2,627  apprentices 
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with  about  700  journeymen  enrolled  in 
an  adult  education  upgrading  program. 
It  is  also  conducting  a  full-time  trade 
preparation  program  for  high-school-age 
boys  leading  to  probable  apprentice¬ 
ships. 

In  my  community,  we  have  through 
the  apprentice  training  program  brought 
475  new  journeymen  from  trade  school 
each  year  of  the  past  5.  In  addition, 
5,000  journeymen  have  received  addi¬ 
tional  training  on  changes  in  materials 
and  methods. 

This  appropriation  is  of  excellent 
priority  and  must  be  protected.  The 
amendment  should  be  defeated.  A  fur¬ 
ther  appropriation  cut  would  seriously 
imperil  a  vital  American  program  to  in¬ 
crease  worker  productivity. 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  O'HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  will  take  the  time  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  only  long  enough  to  read  two  tele¬ 
grams  that  stress  the  importance  of  the 
apprenticeship  program  both  to  labor 
and  to  management.  The  first  telegram 
is  from  the  secretary  of  the  Chicago  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor  and  reads: 

We  strongly  urge  your  influence  in  restor¬ 
ing  $340,000  to  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 
and  Training  as  originally  requested  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  This  amount  was 
cut  by  a  misunderstanding  that  the  Bureau 
of  Apprenticeship  and  Training  was  to  as¬ 
sume  responsibilities  of  vocational  educa¬ 
tion. 

Chicago  Federation  of  Labor, 
William  P.  Cleary, 

Secretary. 

The  second  telegram  is  from  the  execu¬ 
tive  secretary  of  the  Illinois  Association 
of  Plumbing  Contractors.  It  reads : 

Our  association,  representing  the  plumb¬ 
ing  contractors  of  Illinois,  has  relied  on  the 
services  ,of  the  Bmeau  of  Apprenticeship 
and  Training  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
as  a  means  of  meeting  the  skilled  manpower 
needs  of  our  industry  for  the  past  15  years. 
We  urgently  request  your  support  of  their 
original  budget  request  of  $3,940,000  to  fur- 
their  their  continued  assistance  with  our 
membership.  Expressing  appreciation  to  you 
for  your  consideration  of  this  request  on 
behalf  of  our  membership,  I  am, 

Myrna  Murray, 

Executive  Secretary,  Illinois  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Plumbing  Contractors. 

These  telegrams  speak  for  themselves. 
In  reaching  out  with  laudable  intent  to 
effect  economy  it  is  our  responsibility  to 
differentiate  between  that  which  is  waste 
and  should  be  eliminated  and  that  which 
serves  a  useful,  necessaiy,  and  construc¬ 
tive  end  and  cannot  be  eliminated  with¬ 
out  damage  to  our  economy.  In  this 
case,  as  the  telegrams  that  I  have  read 
clearly  indicate,  there  is  no  division  of 
opinion  between  labor  and  management 
as  to  the  great  constructive  value  in  the 
work  being  done  by  the  Bureau  of  Ap¬ 
prenticeship  and  Training. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  surprised  that 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  has  offered 
an  amendment  cutting  a  program  that 
has  had  universal  approval  from  both 
labor  and  management  ever  since  its  in¬ 
ception.  For  the  11  years  I  have  been 
on  this  committee  this  particular  pro¬ 


gram  has  been  praised  by  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  as  well  as  by  labor 
and  management. 

When  Mr.  Keefe,  of  Wisconsin,  was 
chairman  of  this  committee,  back  when 
I  first  began  to  serve  on  it  in  1947,  he  was 
one  of  the  greatest  advocates  of  this 
apprenticeship  training  program,  be¬ 
cause  it  had  always  had  the  support  and 
cooperation  of  both  labor  and  manage¬ 
ment.  Never  before  have  we  had 
amendments  to  cut  this  particular  ap¬ 
propriation  until  today. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle-' 
man  from  Texas  does  not  do  what  he 
says  it  does.  It  goes  far  beyond,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  pointed 
out. 

This  year  we  had  a  budget  request  for 
a  new  program  which  added  training 
to  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship.  They 
added  “and  traming,”  which  was  a  new 
program  and  would  cost  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  $340,000. 

Because  of  some  confusion  that  existed 
in  the  States  on  the  local  level  between 
the  vocational  education  people  and  the 
Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  people  it  was 
though  that  this  might  be  getting  into 
the  field  of  vocational  education.  At 
the  suggestion  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  LairdJ  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  struck  out  all  that  was  asked  for 
this  new  program  and  said  in  our  re¬ 
port  that  we  were  denying  all  increases 
for  this  new  program  on  the  basis  of 
the  confusion  existing  at  the  local  level 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  field  of  train¬ 
ing  was  going  to  get  into  the  field  of 
vocational  education.  I  am  positive  that 
it  was  not  so  intended.  However,  the 
confusion  existed,  and  that  is  why  we 
are  asking  you  to  approve  this  program 
as  presented  today. 

The  cost  of  this  operation,  that  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  not  given 
you,  today  represents  $190,000.  Thei^ 
are  no  new  positions.  That  means  he 
wants  to  cut  this  program  that  has  had 
the  support  and  cooperation  of  labor 
and  management  over  the  years,  particu¬ 
larly  the  building  trades  industry  all  over 
the  country.  This  is  one  of  the  programs 
that  they  support,  as  well  as  the  builders 
themselves.  This  is  one  program  that 
I  believe  should  be  left  alone. 

I  hope  the  gentleman’s  amendment  is 
not  agreed  to,  because  he  wants  to  go  far 
below  what  they  had  available  in  1957. 
There  is  no  mistake  about  that.  You 
cannot  get  around  it.  If  you  adopt  his 
figure,  you  have  to  cut  the  personnel 
under  what  they  have  at  the  present 
time.  You  will  not  be  cutting  any  in¬ 
crease  because  there  are  no  increases 
allowed  in  the  amount  you  have  before 
you  in  this  particular  bill.  I  hope,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  universal  approval  this 
program  has  had  over  the  years  from 
labor  and  management,  that  you  will  see 
fit  to  go  along  with  the  committee’s  rec¬ 
ommendation  and  turn  down  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Is  it  not  true  that  if 
this  amendment  is  adopted,  you  will  re¬ 
duce  the  training  program  for  appren¬ 


tices  and  thereby  reduce  the  production 
of  good  mechanics  in  the  skilled. trades? 
And  will  that  not  also  result  in  a  weak¬ 
ening  of  the  economic  structure  in  many 
of  our  States? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Positively. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Will  the  gentleman  con¬ 
firm  to  the  committee  the  statements 
that  have  been  made  that  all  of  the 
requests  for  new  positions  in  Washing¬ 
ton  were  turned  down.  That  is  correct; 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  correct.  The 
only  new  position  was  in  this  new  area 
of  training.  We  cut  that  out  entirely. 
All  we  allowed  in  this  bill  is  the  going 
program  for  1957  plus  the  mandatoi’y 
costs.  That  is  all.  There  is  not  one  new 
position  in  the  appropriation  we  have 
before  us.  I  hope  the  amendment  will 
be  defeated. 

[Mr.  BOLAND  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Tlie  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Rogers  of 
Texas) ,  there  were — ayes  74,  noes  106. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
the  basis  of  an  agreement  and  a  discus¬ 
sion  that  I  had  with  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  that  we  would  run  to  between 
5  and  5:  30  o’clock  today,  and  it  now 
being  20  minutes  to  6, 1  am  going  to  ask 
that  the  Committee  rise.  I  also  would 
like  to  make  the  statement  that  we  hope 
to  finish  this  bill  tomorrow,  and  we  can 
expect  several  rollcalls  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  have  ben  adopted. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Will  the  majority 
leader  announce  for  the  information  of 
the  membership  the  order  of  business 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  first  order  of  busines  tomorrow  will 
be  House  Resolution  85.  Following  the 
disposition  of  that  resolution,  the  pend¬ 
ing  appropriation  bill  will  be  continued. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
com.e  to  no  resolution  thereon. 

AMEI?t«iG  ATOMIC  ENERGY  ACT 

Mr.  DUR^5M......Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 

unanimous  conseiu''tek.t^e  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (Il>,Q^866)  to 
amend  the  Atomic  Energy  AcB'lrf=J954, 
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as  amei^^ed,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  for  fts  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clei^  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  afythe  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  n(Kpbjection. 

The  Clerk  read\he  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954,  as  amend^,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  a  new  section  125  to\ead  as  follows: 

“Sec.  125.  CooperatlonNwlth  Berlin:  The 
President  may  authorize  tl^e  Commission  to 
enter  into  agreements  for  cooperation  with 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Geririany  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  123,  on  behalf  of  Berlin, 
which  for  the  pm-poses  of  this  A^  comprises 
those  areas  over  which  the  Bewn  Senate 
exercises  jurisdiction  (the  United  States, 
British,  and  French  sectors)  and  tf^Com- 
mission  may  thereafter  cooperate  with  Ber¬ 
lin  pursuant  to  sections  54,  57,  64,  82\  103, 
or  104:  Provided,  That  the  guaranties '\re- 
qtiired  by  section  123  shall  be  made  by  Berim 
with  the  approval  of  the  allied  commanV 
dants.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


HON.  ROBERT  BRISCOE,  LORD 
MAYOR  OF  DUBLIN 
(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record). 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
deeply  pleased  today  that  I  have  had 
the  opportunity  to  join  with  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
in  extending  a  most  hearty  wealcome  to 
his  honor,  the  Lord  Mayor  of  Dublin. 

I  cannot  recall  ever  being  so  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  terrific  job  of  public 
Telations  promotion  as  I  have  been  with 
the  work  being  done  in  our  own  country 
by  Mr.  Briscoe. 

In  this  day,  when  all  nations  of  the 
world — whether  we  agree  with  their 
philosophy  of  government  or  not — are 
constantly  engaged  in  the  great  work  of 
seeking  friends  abroad — it  is  a  genuine 
thrill  to  meet  with  this  representative 
of  the  little  Republic  of  Ireland 
acknowledge  that  he  has  probably  \™'n 
more  friends  in  the  few  days  he-mas 
been  here— than  all  other  foreign  ^pre- 
sentatives  combined.  / 

I  wish  him  well — I  wish  well'  for  his 
country,  the  land  of  my  foreb^rs — and 
I  hope  he  will  soon  be  able  to  return 
to  our  shores — not  as  a  rej^sentative  of 
a  divided  Ireland  but  ^  the  official 
representative  of  an  i^nd  republic — 
once  more  united — as'^God  always  in¬ 
tended  it  to  be.  / 

I  would  ask  un^imous  consent  that 
1  may  be  permitt^  to  insert  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  poim  a  letter  from  a  lady 
who  lives  in  my  district  in  Rhode  Is¬ 
land — a  let^’  which  I  have  found  is 
typical  of  the  public  reaction  to  Lord 
Mayor  Briscoe’s  visit  to  our  country. 

/  Cranston,  R.  I.,  iifarcA  24,  7957. 
Hon.  jQfiN  E.  Fogarty, 

Hjfuse  Office  Building 
y/  Washington,  D.  C. 

^Pear  Mr.  Fogarty:  I  hope  you  looked  in 
afternoon  on  the  Lord  Mayor  of  Dublin 
t^ben  he  was  interviewed  by  the  press,  and 
from  where  I  sat,  it  seemed  to  me,  not  a 
very  friendly  press. 


I  was  delighted  at  the  information  which 
he  gave  on  conditions  in  Ireland,  the  cause, 
and  his  hopes  for  a  united  Ireland.  Every 
person  of  Irish  descent  in  this  country  should 
give  him  a  vote  of  thanks.  I  would  write 
him  but  I  do  not  know  where  to  address 
him. 

You  are  the  only  person  in  Washington 
In  public  office,  to  my  knowledge^  who  has 
come  out  for  a  united  Ireland.  There  is 
so  much  talk  about  a  little  area  in  Africa,  and 
other  heathenish  countries  clamoring  for 
freedom^  but  never  a  word  about  the  land 
that  was  overrun  by  England,  stripped  of 
everything,  and  left  to  die — deeds  as  bad 
and  maybe  worse,  than  countries  she  is  now 
condemning.  And  the  brass  of  some  of  the 
members  of  the  press,  inferring  that  possibly 
the  intelligence  of  the  people  of  Ireland 
would  prohibit  them  from  becoming  a  suc¬ 
cess  in  Industry.  The  Lord  Mayor  stood 
up  to  them  and  certainly  gave  them  and 
everyone  looking  in,  a  picture  of  Ireland, 
which  is  long  overdue,  and  which  I  hope  will 
open  the  eyes  of  many  who  perhaps  were  not 
Just  acquainted  with  the  facts.  I  hope  you 
will  keep  up  your  campaign  for  a  united 
\Ireland.  If  we  talk  about  it  enough  it,- 
faray  snowball  into  a  reality.  Best  wished 
' ,  Sincerely,  y 

Margaret  J.  GARTLArjo. 

PRIE^  SOUGHT  A  LOT  FOR  ^AYOR 
\  BRISCOE  / 


was  given 
rks  at  this 


(Mr.  F(DGARTY  asked  an! 
permission  tx^xtend  his 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FOGARtar.  Mr.  ^eaker,  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  iSouse  pi  Representatives 
is  to  be  visited  t^ay4)y  the  Honorable 
Robert  Briscoe,  J^sh  Lord  Mayor  of 
Dublin  City.  In  ^inunction  with  this 
visit,  I  would  lik^to  include  under  leave 
to  extend  my  r^arks  item  from  the 
Evening  Bullexin,  Provi^nce,  R.  I.,  of 
March  25,  1^57. 

This  ar^le  is  the  invocafSpn  given  by 
the  Re^rend  Joseph  E.\  Manton, 
C.  SS.  of  the  Mission  ChurcK  Boston, 
Mass.y^on  the  occasion  of  a  OK^akfast 
giv^  the  Lord  Mayor  in  that  city  last 
we^.  It  is  one  of  the  finest  pra^rs  I 
have  ever  read  and  I  am  sure  thafi\all 
ythe  Members  will  agree  that  Father  Map^- 
/  ton’s  remarks  are  most  fitting  and  perti* 
Pent. 


greet  him  not  as  a  stranger,  but  as  a/freas- 
ured  friend.  And  while  he  is  over  henfe,  make 
him  in  the  best  sense  of  the  wond  a  fair- 
weather  friend,  with  none  of  thos^soff  days 
they  have  in  Ireland,  where,  pi  course,  it 
never  really  rains — those  are  oBiy  silver  harp 
strings  coming  down — just  ar  few  drops  of 
holy  water  sprinkled  op  /the  windshield. 
Deign  to  give  him  (mostl3^  serene  and  mel¬ 
low  weather  so  that  he  wm  go  back  as  bright 
as  the  colors  in  the  Bom  of  Kells. 

“And,  dear  God,  st^  the  man  up  with 
monumental  patienee  as  he  heroically  en¬ 
dures  a  hundred  toastmasters  from  here  to 
the  west  coast  i^o  will  gaily  imagine  that 
the  very  filling^n  their  teeth  are  fragments 
of  the  Blarney  Stone,  as  they  ring  all  the 
obvious  chants  on  a  Jewish  mayor  of  Dub¬ 
lin.  Help  me  poor  man  not  to  be  banquet 
weary  of  pul  these  glib  attempts  to  paint  a 
green  b^rd  on  Moses,  or  by  the  end  he  will 
be  seehfg  little  Leprecohens. 

“Driver  him,  O  Lord,  this  real  Irishman 
whp'risked  his  life  for  the  land  he  loved, 
from  any  professional  Irishmen  (with  an 
Oigle) — there  are  mecifully  very  few— but 
/spare  him  even  these;  the  sham  shamrocks, 
the  bogus  bogtrotters,  the  synthetic  Sinn 
Peiners,  and  especially  the  extravagant  psy¬ 
cho-Patricks  who  love  too  loudly  through  a 
green  haze  an  Ireland  that  never  was.  In¬ 
stead,  let  him  meet  our  wonderful  best; 
the  many,  many  genuine,  practical  people 
who  appreciate  that  the  purpose  of  this  trip 
is  not  merely  the  wearln’  of  the  green,  but 
the  sharin’  of  the  green — by  touring  in  Ire¬ 
land  and  by  trading  with  Ireland. 

"Finally,  dear  God,  bless  this  man,  our 
friend;  and  this  meal,  our  food;  and  today 
let  the  blessing  come  down  generously  even 
on  the  English  muffins  and  the  orange  juice, 
so  that  having  broken  our  fast  at  the  top  of 
the  mornln’  we  may  rise  thanking  you  from 
the  bottom  of  our  hearts.  Amen.” 


BIPARTISANSHIP  IN  FOREIGN 
AFFAIRS 

(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
peiTiiission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 
leave  to  extend  my  remarks  I  include  an 
editorial  from  the  Evening  Bulletin  of 
Providence,  R.  I.,  for  March  14,  1957. 

The  editorial  is  entitled  “An  Apt  Re¬ 
minder  From  Senator  Green’’  and  refers 


\to  advice  given  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Priest  Sought  a  Lot  for  Mayor  Briscoe  Renate  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 


When  Robert  Briscoe,  Jewish  Lord  Mayor 
of  Dublin,  came  to  Boston  last  week,  the 
Reverend  Joseph  E.  Manton,  C.  SS.  R.,  of  the 
Mission  Church  was  ready  for  the  occasion 
with  a  sparkling  prayer  befitting  the  occasion. 

The  prayer,  delivered  as  an  invocation  at 
Governor  Furcolo’s  breakfast  for  the  Lord 
Mayor  follows; 

“Almighty  God,  our  good  and  gracious 
Father,  we  find  ourselves  a  bit  bewildered 
this  morning.  You  know  that  the  first  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Irish  Republic  was  a  Protestant; 
the  present  Lord  Mayor  of  Dublin  is  a  Jew; 
the  news  is  going  around  that  the  Lakes  of 
Killarney  belong  to  a  Yank;  and  the  his¬ 
torians  keep  hissing  in  our  ears  that  St. 
Patrick  was  a  Frenchman.  Please  keep  the 
blackthorns  from  becoming  bamboo. 

“But  when  we  remember  that  Daniel 
O’Connell  was  named  after  a  Jewish  prophet, 
and  Michael  Collins  after  an  archangel  whose 
name  is  Hebrew,  and  that  David  is  practically 
a  synonym  for  Harp,  it  makes  us  realize  that 
the  Jordan  and  the  Shannon  cannot  be  com¬ 
plete  strangers  as  each  goes  running  down  to 
its  separate  sea. 

"Help  us  then,  this  morning  to  hold  high 
the  brimming  cup  of  hospitality  to  a  good 
and  great  man  who  represents  both;  and  to 


mator  Theodore  Francis  Green,  to 
SeVetary  of  State  Dulles  on  the  need  for 
a  r^oration  of  genuine  bipartisanship 
in  forWn  affairs.  As  the  Bulletin  states. 
“Senator  Green  has  provided  responsible 
criticisi^in  the  Nation’s  interest.’’  I 
urge  all  my  colleagues  to  read  this  edi¬ 
torial. 

An  Apt  REf^mnER  From  Senator  Green 
In  urging  thX  restoration  of  genuine  bi¬ 
partisanship  in  fotelgn  affairs,  Rhode  Island’s 
Senator  Green  off^d  good  advice  to  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Dulle^ 

Certainly,  sincere  bipartisanship  Is  desir¬ 
able  as  a  general  mattV  of  principle.  Now 
that  President  Eisenho^r  is  in  his  “lame 
duck”  term,  bipartlsansh^  becomes  down¬ 
right  essential  just  to  carryVout  his  program 
of  providing  leadership  and\upport  to  the 
free  world. 

Senator  Green,  of  course,  has^'toeen  a  con¬ 
sistent  Internationalist,  and  haA^ generally 
backed  the  broad  objectives  of  bom  Demo¬ 
cratic  and  Republican  foreign  poliO^s.  In 
criticizing  the  manner  in  which  Republican 
leadership  recently  has  been  handling  the 
presentation  of  that  policy  to  both  Con^ss 
and  the  public,  he  is  only  accepting  ^e 
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jantle  of  his  position  as  chairman  of  the 
p^erful  Senate  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 

^  trouble  President  Eisenhower  had  in 
bringing  his  Mideast  doctrine  to  the  p>oint 
of  pa^ge  should  make  Senator  Green’s 
counsel  M  cooperation  redundant. 

But  in  nis  wisdom  of  the  ways  of  men  and 
politics.  Senator  Green  knows  no  lesson  is  so 
well  learned  that  refreshers  are  unnecessary. 
Therefore,  theVSenator’s  temperate  needling 
of  the  admlnisCmtlon  over  its  belated  bow 
to  blpartlsanEhip\pn  its  crash  program  for 
the  Levant  should  not  go  unheeded. 

Another  administrative  lapse  into  a  mire 
of  secrecy,  slogans,  r^ssurances,  and  mis¬ 
takes  that  characterlzefL  policy  Just  prior  to 
the  outbreak  of  war  o^  the  Suez  could 
provoke  a  Democratic  re^lt  of  major  sig¬ 
nificance.  And  then  forelgnypolicy  would  bo 
stuck  on  dead  center. 

Senator  Green  has  provided  responsible 
criticism  in  the  Nation’s  interest 


HOUSE  RESOLUTION  85^ 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  SpeakW,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  de^te 
on  House  Resolution  85  be  extended 
not  to  exceed  2  hours,  the  time  to 
equally  divided  between  and  controlled 
by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Bolling],  and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  :  and  that  no  motion  or 
amendment  will  be  in  order  during  the  2 
hours’  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj'ection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  does  this  resolution 
come  in  under  a  rule? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  This  is  a  resolu¬ 
tion  that  comes  from  the  Rules  Commit¬ 
tee  under  1  hour  debate.  The  purpose 
of  this  request  is  to  extend  the  debate 
to  2  hours. 

Mr.  GROSS.  There  is  no  rule  making 
the  resolution  in  order? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Therefore,  it  will  not 
come  up  under  a  gag  rule? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  is  a  privileged 
resolution. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  It  is  a  privileged 
resolution.  Ordinarily  there  would  be  1 
hour  debate,  but  this  request  is  simply 
extending  the  debate  to  2  hours. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  concur  in  what  the/ 
gentleman  says.  All  this  requests  seek*[^ 
is  to  extend  the  debate  from  1  hour  t9''2 
hours.  / 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  oblation? 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

THE  PHOTOGRAPH^-^iNDUSTRY 

(Mr.  KEATING  ask^  and  was  given 
permission  to  extenc^is  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Recor^/) 

Mr.  KEATING. y'Mr.  Speaker,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columl^  for  10  days  is  enjoy¬ 
ing  the  distinction  of  playing  host  at  the 
National  Gu^d  Armory  to  a  “World’s 
Pair  of  Photography.”  The  occasion  is 
the  secony  Biennial  International  Pho- 
tographie' Exposition  which  is  attracting 
visitoryTrom  every  State  and  Territory, 
all  thp  provinces  of  Canada,  and  44  other 
comjrtries,  as  well  as  thousands  of  Wash- 
injixon  area  residents. 

l*robably,  many  of  my  colleagues  in 
this  House  have  visited  or  are  planning 


to  attend  this  “First  American  World’s 
Fair  of  Photography.” 

But  jf  Washington  is  the  photo  capital 
of  the  world  during  this  brief  time,  the 
city  of  Rochester  in  upstate  New  York 
may  be  so  proclaimed  during  all  the 
other  days  of  this  or  any  other  year. 

Diu’ing  my  visit  to  the  exposition  on 
its  opening  night,  I  reflected  on  the  many 
contributions  that  my  home  city  of 
Rochester,  through  its  progressive  and 
growing  photographic  industry,  has 
made  to  both  America’s  and  the  world’s 
way  of  life.  Equally  impressive — as  I 
am  sure  my  associates  in  this  Congress 
who  represent  other  photographic  manu¬ 
facturing  centers  will  agree — are  the 
contributions  to  better  living  and  better 
international  understanding  that  have 
emanated  from  other  centers,,  of  photo¬ 
graphic  research  and  manufacture  both 
in  this  country  and  abroad. 

As  I  walked  through  the  30  acres  of 
exhibits  by  photographic  associations, 
manufacturers  and  Clovernment  agen¬ 
cies — more  than  200  in  aU — ^I  considered 
some  of  the  unique  contributions  that 
hotography  has  made  to  the  welfare  of 
Americans  and  peoples  all  over  th( 
woNd. 

In\the  National  Guard  Armory,  I  saw 
peopl^f  every  age  snapping  some  of”  the 
nearly  Wo  and  one-half  billion  matures 
that  Ammcan  families  enjoy  taking  and 
talking  abqut  each  year.  S^h  wide¬ 
spread  interest  makes  amateur  photog¬ 
raphy  an  imWrtant  indusfcW  by  itself. 
And  as  a  thrivim  business/it  has  bi’ought 
the  beneflts  of  scqady  and  remunerative 
employment  to  \^k^  in  the  photo¬ 
graphic  factories  ^Wy  congressional 
district  and  to  mi^y  others.  In  a 
broader  sense,  hcmeverwt  is  a  source  of 
worthwhile  ple^ure  fbr  millions  of 
American  families.  An\  inexpensive 
hobby  for  mos£,  and  one  that,  is  becoming 
incx’easingly'’'popular  as  mor^and  more 
American^are  able  to  enjoy  additional 
hours  otdeisure  from  their  labMS,  pho- 
tograpjly  provides  not  only  the  pl^sures 
of  picture  taking,  but  even  more  impor- 
tanWt  gives  everyone  a  means  of  stor 
and  recalling  meaningful  moments  of : 
me. 

/  At  the  National  Guard  Armory,  I  met 
representatives  of  the  six  major  photo¬ 
graphic  organizations  that  are  making 
Washington  their  convention  city  during 
the  exposition.  The  skills  and  hard  work 
of  members  of  the  Photographic  Society 
of  America,  the  Photographers  Associa¬ 
tion  of  America,  the  National  Press 
Photographers  Association,  the  American 
Society  of  Magazine  Photographers,  the 
National  Association  of  Photographic 
Manufacturers,  and  the  Master  Photo 
Dealers  and  Finishers  Association  are 
helping  to  make  photography  more 
pleasant  and  easier  for  all  of  us  to  enjoy. 

Also  at  the  armory,  I  was  impressed  by 
graphic  demonstrations  of  how  photog¬ 
raphy  sei-ves  mankind.  Through  many 
means,  photography  contributes  to  our 
progress  and  security  through  science, 
industry,  the  armed  services  and  other 
Government  agencies. 

The  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
has  recognized  its  dependence  on  photog¬ 
raphy,  and  the  advances  in  photographic 
techniques  that  have  been  made  by  its 
members,  in  a  demonstration  at  the 
armory  which  shows  how  the  FBI  uses 


photography  to  fight  ci-ime.  There  too, 
and  at  other  points  throughout  the  city', 
the  armed  services  and  other  govern¬ 
mental  agencies  are  also  honoring..''ihe 
role  of  photography  in  their  ^  work 
through  displays  during  the  ex^sition. 

In  every  field,  photography  h^  mean¬ 
ing.  Our  observations  of  the'  stars  are 
recorded  on  sensitized  plates  aind  films 
that  accumulate  light  no-  human  eye 
could  note.  In  medicine^^the  contribu¬ 
tions  of  X-ray  to  our  \^ell-being  cannot 
be  overemphasized.  Scientists  and  many 
researchers  depend  ,  neavily  on  photo- 
microphy,  autora^ography,  and  other 
applications  of  photography  as  powerful 
weapons  which  may  help  them  win  their 
battles  agains^Wncer  and  other  diseases. 
In  education'' and  the  dissemination  of 
information^  a  photograph  may  often 
be  worth  more  than  the  colloquial  “1,000 
words.”  /Scientists  and  engineers  in 
every  ^0!eld  depend  on  photography,  be 
it  t(L  photograph  the  depths  of  an  oil 
weir  or  the  progress  of  the  first  earth 
stellite  far  above  the  atmosphere. 
Photocopiers,  microfilm  equipment,  and 
other  oflQce  aids  have  proved  their  prac¬ 
tical  worth  to  businessmen  everywhere. 
Some  of  the  most  advanced  applications 
of  photography — particularly  those  sup¬ 
plied  by  our  great  motion-picture  indus¬ 
try  centered  in  Hollywood  and  New  York, 
and  our  newest  medium  of  communica¬ 
tion,  the  television  industry — have  a  ma¬ 
jor  effect  on  all  our  lives.  Many  other 
types  of  photography  have  directly  re¬ 
sulted  from  the  work  of  Rochester 
scientists  and  are  being  used  by  the 
Armed  Forces  in  the  missiles,  planes, 
ships,  and  armaments  on  which  our  free¬ 
dom  depends. 

There  are  countless  other  contribu¬ 
tions  of  vital  importance  to  our  people 
and  Nation  which  are  worthy  of  note, 
but  perhaps  the  paramount  promise  of 
photography  lies  in  its  universality.  The 
International  Photographic  Exposition 
is  truly  an  international  meeting.  And 
as  an  international  meeting,  this  exposi¬ 
tion  deals  with  a  subject  on  which  there 
can  be  instant  understanding.  We  need 
no  dictionary  to  tell  us  what  a  good 
photograph  communicates,  whether  it 
has  been  made  in  this  country  or  any 
'  .ther. 

?’or  photography  is  a  universal  lan- 
gu^e.  It  is  perhaps  the  most  effective 
means  at  our  disposal  for  telling  the 
peopl^  of  the  world  what  we  are  like 
and  ho\^we  live.  It  can  be  equaiiy  im¬ 
portant  ^  helping  us  to  learn  about 
them. 

On  the  r^f  of  the  National  Guard 
Armory  during  this  exposition  a  blaze 
of  light  pulses  r^ularly  from  the  largest 
electronic  flash  ^mp  ever  made.  In  a 
very  real  sense,  tlw  light  symbolizes  the 
great  contribution^^  of  photography 
today  as  it  illuminate  the  heavens  and 
our  lives. 

THE  LATE  LIEUTENAl^  GENERAL 
HUBERT  R.  HARMON 

(Mr.  KTLDAY  asked  and  xAs  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  remarias,  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.)  \ 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  Lt.  vpen. 
Hubert  Reilly  Harmon  died  on  W^b^- 
ington’s  Birthday,  February  22,  19^. 
George  Washington  once  said,  “To  re 
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^epared  for  war  is  one  of  the  most  ef- 
fettual  means  of  preserving  the  peace.” 

Gei^eral  Harmon  devoted  his  life  to  that 
ideal — as  a  cadet  at  the  United  States 
Military  Academy,  as  a  distinguished 
general  in  the  Pacific  in  World  War  II, 
as  a  member  of  the  United  Nations  Mili¬ 
tary  Staff  Committee,  and  as  first  Su¬ 
perintendent  of  the  United  States  Air 
Force  Academy. 

Hubert  Harmon  was  born  on  April  3, 

1892,  in  Chester,  Pa.  Like  his  father 
and  two  brothers,  he  graduated  from  the 
United  States  Military  Academy,  where 
he  was  a  classnjate  of  President  Eisen¬ 
hower.  His  son,  I^endrick,  is  now  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  West  Ppint  class  of  1957. 

Upon  graduatioh  from  West  Point, 

General  Harmon  was  commissioned  a 
second  lieutenant  in\the  Coast  Artillery 
Corps  but  soon  followed  his  brother,  Mil¬ 
lard,  to  the  Flying  School  at  San  Diego, 

Calif.  A  series  of  assignments  led  grad¬ 
ually  to  important  posts  as  commanding 
general.  Gulf  Coast  Air  ^torce  Training 
Center;  commanding  general.  Sixth  Air 
Force;  deputy  commander  fbr  air.  South 
Pacific  area;  commander  oL  the  AAP 
Personnel  Distribution  Command;  com¬ 
mander,  Caribbean  Air  Command ;  senior 
Air  Force  member.  Military  anq  Naval 
Staff  Committee  of  the  United  Nations; 

United  States  delegate  to  the  Inter- 
American  Defense  Board;  special  a^ist- 
ant  for  Air  Force  Academy  matters  ;\nd 
the  first  Superintendent  of  the  United 
States  Air  Force  Academy.  \ 

It  was  the  latter  assignment  which, 
proved  to  be  the  greatest  challenge  toX 
General  Harmon.  While  many  in  the  Air 
Force  dreamed  of  an  academy  that  would 
equal  in  concept  of  service  the  United 
States  Military  and  Naval  Academies, 

General  Harmon  had  the  task  of  trans¬ 
lating  those  hopes  and  aspirations  into 
a  vital  force. 

He  did  much  to  obtain  from  Congress 

the  authorization  to  establish  an  Air  _  _  _ _ _ ,  _  _  .  _ 

Force  Academy.  In  addition.  General/ James  ^Briggs,  said  of  General  Har- 
Harmon  was  responsible  primarily  f^  mon’s  relations  with  his  staff: 
the  formulation  of  the  program  of  in  ' 


port.  It  recognized  that  the  human  body,  the 
mind,  and  the  spirit  are  more  important  than 
ever  in  our  highly  mechanized  nuclear  age. 
Kesponslbilities  borne  by  individual  human 
beings  have  been  multiplied  enormously  by 
the  power  and  complexity  of  present-day 
weapons.  Today  a  single  officer  in  the  United^ 
States  Air  Force  may  be  called  upon  to  carry 
out  a  mission  which  during  World  War  n 
would  have  required  the  crews  of  a  thousand 
planes.  That  officer  must  have  the  courage, 
the  character,  and  the  patriotism  to  press 
home  his  mission  against  any  and  all  odds. 
He  may  have  to  do  this  alone  in  the  skies 
with  no  other  American  within  thousands  of 
miles  to  observe  his  conduct.  He  should  have 
the  ability  to  organize  and  lead  other  men — 
the  skill  and  the  physique  to  operate  at 
supersonic  speeds — ^the  endurance  and  the 
know-how  to  survive  if  forced  down  in  cruel 
eneniy  country. 

In  peacetime,  he  needs  the  vision  and  the 
patience  to  maintain  eternal  vigilance,  realy 
izing  that  his  readiness,  and  that  alone,  mw 
deter  aggression  and  prevent  the  horrors^f 
war.  Both  at  home  and  abroad  he  must 
understand  people — be  able  to  get  along^ith 
his  neighbors.  In  an  era  of  revolu^nary 
scientific  advances  he  requires  the  k^wledge 
and  imagination  to  adapt  himself ^  chang¬ 
ing  types  of  techniques.  If  w^  is  forced 
upon  us,  he  must  be  resourceful  enough  to 
rise  to  any  emergency.  Repeatedly,  he  must 
endure  long  periods  of  sepaj>etion  from  his 
family, 
must 
that  he 
service. 


Mfxrch  26 

Naval  Academies.  The  1915  yearbook 
of  the  United  States  Mditary  Academy 
was  remarkably  proph^c  when  it  said 
of  diminutive  Hubert /Harmon :  , 

How  far  the  little  canoie  throws  his  beams. 


Through  good  times  and  bad,  he 
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be  devoted  to  his  obuntry  so  deeply,:  j  ctrcjiiriit 

le  is  willing  to  sp4nd  his  life  in  its  . 


DEPARTMENT  OP  LABOR  AND 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  ANO  WEL¬ 
FARE  APPROPRIATION 

(Mr.  ABBITT  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  a  good  deal  of  name  calling  in  re¬ 
cent  weeks  with  respect  to  the  budget 
which  was  submitted  to  this  Congress 
in  January,  calling  for  the  largest 
amount  of  money  ever  asked  for  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Federal  Government  in  a 
peacetime  year.  We  have  before  us  to¬ 
day  one  part  of  that  budget  which  we 
have  seen  grow  year  after  year — and 
which  will  continue  to  grow  so  long  as 
new  programs  are  added. 

It  has  been  said  in  weeks  past  that 
the  budget  is  high  because  of  the  new 
legislation  which  Congress  enacts  and, 
of  course,  this  is  true  in  the  sense  that 
only  Congress  can  enact  laws  and  ap¬ 
propriate  money.  But  let  us  get  the  rec- 


/ 


In  addition  to  the  $2,862,502,881  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  bill,  there  is  a  vast 


General  Harmon^  himself  exemplified  |  amount  of  additional  authority  and  ap 
these  ideals,  and^to  the  promotion  of  an  |  propriations  which  have  been  asked  for 
Air  Force  Acad^y  that  would  inculcate ;  or  will  be  asked  for  by  the  executive 
them  he  devoted  the  later  years  of  his  |  branch.  We  should  not  lose  sight  of 
life  both  as  ^e  Special  Assistant  for  Air  |  this  in  discussing  this  bill  today.  This 
\Force  Acac^emy  Matters  and  as  the  first  |  bill  does  not  mention  many  new  things 
Supertnteirident  of  the  Academy.  He  [  which  are  going  to  cost  vast  sums  of 
gVthere^  about  him  staff  members  to  ;  money  and  which  are  going  to  cost  even 
wh^m  ^he  was  able  to  transmit  his  con-  s  more  in  the  years  which  lie  ahead. 


yOf  honor,  duty,  and  country.  The 
rs  attributes  of  his  character  were 


I  wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
House  particularly  a  portion  of  the  com- 


struction,  uniquely  tailored  to  meet/ Air 
Force  needs;  for  the  procurement  of 
competent  officers  as  faculty  and  staff, 
and  for  setting  up  the  criteria  selec¬ 
tion  of  the  cadets.  These  things  he  did 
and  did  well.  The  United/States  Air 
Force  Academy,  authorizet^y  an  act  of 
Congress  which  the  Presi^nt  signed  on 
April  1,  1954,  is  a  living  memorial  to  the 
courage,  singleness  of  purpose,  ideals,  and 
integrity  of  Lt.  Gen.  filbert  R.  Harmon, 
its  first  Superinteni^nt. 

The  story  of  General  Harmon’s  work 
for  this  new  ser^'ce  school  goes  back  to 
December  19,  1949,  when  he  became  Spe¬ 
cial  AssistanL'^for  Air  Force  Academy 
Matters.  Man  had  recently  entered  the 
atomic  agq<"'and  the  clouds  of  interna¬ 
tional  communism  darkened  the  face  of 
the  earth.  It  was  General  Harmon’s 
job  to  establish  an  Academy  to  train  Air 
Fore/ career  officers  equal  to  the  enor- 
mo^  responsibilities  of  this  situation. 
n/ one  was  more  aware  than  he  of  the 
awesome  possibilities  of  the  future  and 
/of  his  own  great  responsibilities  in  pre- 
'  paring  Air  Force  officers  for  the  morrow. 
In  November  1955  he  said: 

The  act  of  Congress  which  In  1954  author¬ 
ized  the  Academy  Is  one  of  tremendous  im¬ 


se^oned  with  a  delightful  sense  of  humor  i  mittee’s  hearings  on  the  bill  when  the 
^d  a\warm,  htunan  personality.  His  j  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
,'successm  ^  Superiritendent,  Maj.  <^ii.  Welfare  appeared  before  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  think  it  gives  a  good  insight  into 
the  business  of  who  is  responsible  for 
the  growing  size  of  the  budget. 

Secretary  Folsom  appeared  before  the 
committee  on  February  11  and  said,  in 
his  statement,  as  follows: 

The  budget  proposes  appropriations  total¬ 
ing  $3,070,602,412  for  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  This  repre¬ 
sents  an  Increase  of  $564,449,537 — or  approx- 


Probably  the  greatest  Impression  General 
Harmon  left  me  when  I  first  came  out 

here  was  the  very  unique  relationship  he  had 
with  those  whoNwere  subordinate  to  him.  It 
was  not  only  om  of  respect  but  it  was  one 
of  true  love,  affection,  and  sincere  devotion 
to  duty,  as  Gener^al  Harmon  led  them  to 
their  duty.  \ 


Regarding  his  influence  on  the  cadets  |  imately  23  percent  of  estimated  appropria- 
of  the  Air  Force  CUdet  Wing,  General  j  tions  for  fiscal  1957  •  •  *  Eighty-four  and 
Briggs  said:  \  j  six-tenths  percent  of  the  proposed  Increase. 

I  think  he  left  many  lAarks.  Pi-obably  the  |  or  $477,545,000  covers  the  first-year  cost  of 
most  important  was  the  ^culcatlon  of  the  '  new  legislation  recommended  by  the  Presl- 

'  dent. 

The  Secretary  then  went  on  to  say  that 
there  are  increases  in  existing  programs 
and  that  the  total  amount  of  these  in¬ 
creases  for  programs  under  existing  leg¬ 
islation  is  $173,854,862.  The  simple  fact 
is  that  year  after  year  we  see  new  re¬ 
quests  in  the  budget.  One  way  to  ward 
off  further  increases  is  to  stop  creating 
new  programs  to  spend  money.  I  hope 
the  Chief  Executive  as  well  as  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  take  note  of  this  truth. 

The  new  programs  contained  In  the 
1958  budget  are  too  numerous  to  elabo¬ 
rate  here,  but  the  simple  fact  is  that 
there  are  now  proposed  by  the  Chief  Ex- 
\Mutive  more  than  a  dozen  new  programs 
the  field  of  Federal-State  relatidns 


sense  of  duty  which  he  transmitted  to  them 
by  his  deeds  and  by  talking  to  the  cadets 
both  individually  and  collectively.  A  great 
mark  that  he  left  with  us  was.  his  introduc¬ 
tion,  of  course,  of  the  honor  c^e,  which  we 
hope  will  carry  on  for  years  intq^the  future. 

On  July  27,  1956,  when  he  tii^ned  over 
the  command  of  the  Air  Force  Academy 
to  the  new  Superintendent,  GeneMl  Har¬ 
mon  was  a  very  sick  man.  But  the\ACad- 
emy  he  had  established  rested  uppn  a 
solid  and  firm  foundation. 

The  Academy  is  his  monument, 
lowing  the  path  he  marked  out  for  it,Mt 
is  developing  into  a  truly  great  Academy 
worthy  of  the  same  love,  affection,  anm, 
respect  that  the  American  people  have 
given  to  the  United  States  Military  and 


upon  a 
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alone.  Many  of  these  are  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare.  The  list  of  these  new  programs, 
requests  for  which  will  be  made  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  this  budget,  are  found  on  page  2 
of  the  committee’s  hearings  and  should 
be  read  by  every  Member  of  the  House. 

The  principal  item  is,  of  course,  the 
proposed  Federal  aid  to  schools  for  the 
purposes  of  construction.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  this  should  be  eliminated  and  there¬ 
by  substantially  reduce  the  burden  our 
people  are  being  called  upon  to  bear. 
The  proposal  for  Federal  aid  for  school 
construction  is  an  ideal  example  of  a 
program  which  the  Federal  Government 
is  trying  to  assume  which  is  the  distinct 
obligation  and  responsibility  of  the  State 
and  local  governments.  Mr.  Folsom 
says  the  first-year  cost  of  this  would  be 
$451  million,  or  the  major  part  of  the 
23  percent  increase  of  which  he  speaks. 
We  might  well  relieve  him  of  this  addi¬ 
tional  cost  of  running  his  department 
by  denying  any  Federal  aid  in  this  con¬ 
nection. 

The  State  and  local  governments  are 
thoroughly  capable  of  doing  this  job  if 
they  will.  It  will  take  additional  taxes 
in  many  instances,  but  let  me  remind 
those  who  think  otherwise  that  there  is 
no  saving  by  having  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  do  the  job.  We  have  no  assurance 
whatsoever  that  a  Federal  excursion  into 
this  field  will  end  in  4  years,  as  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  Indicated  it  will,  and 
therefore,  the  better  part  of  wisdom 
should  encourage  us  to  leave  this  field 
to  the  States  and  localities  where  it  be¬ 
longs. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  extend  my 
remarks  in  the  Record  following  those 
of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik] 
in  the  debate  on  the  apprenticeship 
amendment  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WOLVERTOH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  extend  the 
remarks  I  made  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole  at  the  point  where  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Focarxy]  yield¬ 
ed  to  me. 

The  SPEAKETt.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROTECTION  FOR  ISRAEL 

(Mr.  DINGELL  asked  and  was,  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  rema]:*s  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
President  of  the  United/  States  and  the 
Secretary  of  State  are ^ow  denying  that 
assurances  were  given  to  Israel  of  pro¬ 
tection  for  that  small  democracy  on  her 
withdrawal  from  ^e  straits  of  Tiran  and 
the  Gaza  strip.  / 

A  look  at  thi  record  of  pronounce¬ 
ments  of  the  United  States  and  the 
United  Natiylis  will  show  whether  or  not 
there  was/a  commitment  made  or  im¬ 
plied  by /cither  of  the  aforementioned 
parties/ 

On ^ovember  21,  1956,  the  United  Na- 
tions’'’Assembly  passed  a  resolution  call¬ 


ing  for  cease-fire  and  withdrawal  of  in¬ 
vading  forces.  In  the  movement  for  the 
passage  of  that  resolution,  the  United 
States,  through  its  delegation,  acting 
under  Presidential  instructions,  was  a 
leader,  if  not  the  dominant  force. 

The  language  of  that  declaration 
called  on  all  parties  “to  observe  scrupu¬ 
lously  the  provisions  of  the  armistice 
agreements”  and  “to  refrain  from  intro¬ 
ducing  military  goods  into  the  area.” 
The  resolution  also  called  upon  the  par¬ 
ties  to  “restore  and  secure  freedom  of 
navigation  in  the  Suez  Canal.” 

I  need  not  say  that  the  right  of  free 
transit  through  the  Suez  Canal  is  guar¬ 
anteed  to  all  countries  in  war  and  peace 
by  the  Constantinople  Treaty  of  1888. 
Egsqjt  has  agreed  to  that  treaty  in  all 
respects,  except  insofar  as  it  affects  Is¬ 
rael,  the  only  country  against  which  it 
claims  a  state  of  belligerency.  No  such 
loophole  for  belligerency  exists  in  the 
treaty.  Also,  it  should  be  noted  that 
under  the  armistice  all  parties  re¬ 
nounced  belligerent  rights. 

On  November  5,  the  United  Nations 
ent  further,  passing  another  resolution 
ich  established  the  United  Nations, 
emergency  force — UNEP — and  directed 
it  t^'secure  and  supervise  the  cessation 
of  allNiostilities  in  accordance  of  all  the 
terms’^f  the  resolution  of  November  2, 
1956. 

Acting  dnder  his  general  authprity  and 
under  that ^  the  resolutions  above.  Sec¬ 
retary  Dag  Hhmmarskjold  nmde  a  series 
of  reports  to  the  United  Nations  which 
were  endorsed  b^the  General  Assembly. 
On  November  6,  ^56,  he  reported  that 
the  United  Nation®  emergency  force 
would  have  the  dut^’to  help  maintain 
quiet  during  and  aft^the  withdrawal 
of  non-Egyptian  forces\  The  scope  of 
the  duty  of  this  U.  N.  f^e  was  in  an 
area  from  the  Suez  Canal  lo  the  armi¬ 
stice  demarcation  lines.”  Iirvthis  report 
the  U.  N.  force  was  also  digged  “to 
secure  compliance  with  the  otnfeir  terms 
established  in  the  resolution  of  Novem¬ 
ber  2.” 

On  January  16,  1957,  Mr.  Hamtri^r- 
skjpld  reported  to  the  U.  N.  that  the 
Israelis  would  be  justified  in  the  exex\ 
cise  of  their  “right  to  innocent  passage ' 
/through  the  Straits  of  Tiran  and  the 
Gulf  of  Aqaba  in  accordance  with  in¬ 
ternational  law.” 

Much  more  specific  statements  on  the 
rights  of  Israel  were  made  in  later  re¬ 
ports  by  Mr.  Hammarskjold.  On  Janu¬ 
ary  24  he  said  that  because  of  the  armi¬ 
stice  agreements  and  a  decision  of  the 
Security  Council  Egypt  and  Israel  could 
be  considered  “not  entitled  to  claim  bel¬ 
ligerent  rights.” 

That  there  might  be  no  question  of  the 
position  of  the  United  States,  Ambas¬ 
sador  Lodge  made  the  following  state¬ 
ment  to  the  General  Assembly,  Janu¬ 
ary  28: 

Under  the  (armistice)  agreement,  and  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Security  Council  decision,  nei¬ 
ther  side  may  assert  belligerent  rights,  much 
less  engage  in  hostile  actions. 

Further — 

The  United  States  strongly  supports  the 
Secretary  General’s  recommendation  con¬ 
cerning  the  deployment  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  Emergency  Force  on  both  sides  of  the 
armistice  lines — and  at  the  Straits  of  Tiran — 


until  it  Is  clear  that  the  nonexercise  of  any 
claimed  belligerent  rights  has  established  in 
practice  peaceful  conditions. 

To  further  clarify  our  commitment, 
the  United  States  began  sending  mes¬ 
sages,  formal  and  informal,  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Israel.  The  first  sufch  com- 
mvmication  was  a  memorandum  to  Israel 
on  February  11,  where  the  United  States 
took  the  position  that  “the -future  of  the 
Gaza  strip  is  to  be  worked  out  through 
the  efforts  and  good  offices  of  the  United 
Nations,”  and  that  “the  United  States 
believes  that  the  Aqaba  Gulf  compre¬ 
hends  international  waters  and  that  no 
nation  has  the  rigtit  to  prevent  free  and 
innocent  passage  in  the  gulf  and  through 
the  straits  giving  access  thereto.” 

The  President  himself  made  a  further 
statement  on  the  subject  of  the  United 
States’  position  on  Israel’s  rights  on  her 
withdrawal  on  February  20.  He  said, 
“the  United  States  would  be  glad  to  urge 
and  support  some  participation  by  the 
United  Nations,  with  the  approval  of 
Egypt,  in  the  administration  of  the  Gaza 
strip,”  so  that  that  area  “could  no  longer 
be  used  as  a  source  of  armed  infiltra¬ 
tion.” 

The  President  further  said  that  the 
world  “should  not  assume  Egypt  will  pre¬ 
vent  Israeli  shipping  from  using  the  Suez 
Canal  or  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba.”  He  also 
said  if  “Egypt  does  hereafter  violate  the 
armistice  agreement  or  other  interna¬ 
tional  obligations,  then  this  should  be 
dealt  with  firmly  by  the  society  of  na¬ 
tions.” 

The  last  event  I  want  to  chronicle  is  a 
letter  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  Prime  Minister  David  Ben- 
Gurion.  The  President  wrote,  “Israel 
will  have  no  cause  to  regret”  its  pullback 
from  the  Gaza  strip  and  from  the  Gulf 
of  Aqaba. 

A  student  of  constitutional  law  will 
say  that  there  is  treaty  obligation  in¬ 
curred  by  the  United  States  here.  That 
is  true.  But  it  is  equally  true  that  the 
United  States  gave  the  clearest  possible 
assurances  to  Israel.  The  United  Na¬ 
tions  with  the  active  leadership  and  par¬ 
ticipation  of  America  made  vigorous  and 
unequivocal  declarations  on  Israel’s 
.  rights  in  the  area  and  on  freedom  of  nav¬ 
igation  of  the  Suez  and  Gulf  of  Aqaba. 

Vln  unambiguous  statement  was  made 
that  no  longer  would  the  Gaza  strip  be 
used  as  a  base  for  infiltraters  and  feda- 
yeen  Wicide  raiders  against  Israel. 

On  tW  basis  of  this  historical  back¬ 
ground  Brael  made  certain  assumptions 
when  sheVithdrew  from  Gaza  and  the 
Gulf  of  AqaM.  Those  assumptions  were 
that  she  would  have  free,  innocent  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  Straits  of  Aqaba  and  tJrS  Suez 
Canal,  and  that  ^e  would  be  free  of  the 
fedayeen  suicide  raiders  who  had  so  long 
attacked  her  from  Gaza  and  other  parts 
of  the  Arab  world.  \ 

Thus  the  United  States  has  incurred 
the  strongest  sort  of  moral  duty  to  make 
good  on  the  assurances  given  to  Israel. 
An  equal  obligation  rests  bn  the  U.  N. 
These  obligations  are  made  more  binding 
by  the  sure  knowledge  that  if'-these  as¬ 
surances  and  the  U.  N.  resolutions  are 
not  upheld  by  vigoi'ous  action,  th^  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  U.  N.  as  a  peacemaker 
will  be  destroyed  and  it  will  followHhe 
League  of  Nations  into  oblivion. 
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le  United  States  cannot  rely  only  on 
the  ^  N.  because  that  family  of  nations 
is  almost  powerless  without  strong 
UnitedSstates  leadership  and  backing. 
Aggressi^  and  forceful  action  by  the 
United  St^s  will  do  much  to  make  ne¬ 
gotiation  b^Mr.  Hanunarskjold  easy. 
History  and  t^  peace  of  the  world  de¬ 
pend  on  America’s  choice  of  action  here. 


THE  LATE  ALNE^EARLE  CHAFFEE 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mi\^  Speaker,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  th^  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Cunningham],  be  permitte^o  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  anm.  to  include 
some  appropriate  quotations  ^  the  late 
A.  E.  Chaffee;  and  I  make  the  ^ame  re¬ 
quest  for  myself  and  other  Members. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj^tion? 


There  was  no  objection. 


\ 


Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Nebraska,  ^r. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  address  tl^ 
House  in  eulogy  of  the  late  Alney  Earle’^ 
Chaffee,  senior  assistant  in  this  Chamber, 
who  at  the  time  of  his  death  on  Monday, 
March  18,  was  serving  his  51st  year  as 
an  employee  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  his  37th  year  as  its  Reading 
Clerk. 

As  our  minority  leader,  Mr.  Martin, 
said  to  the  House  on  the  occasion  of 
Mr.  Chaffee’s  90th  birthday  only  a  few 
days  ago,  such  a  record  of  service  “is  an 
achievement  few  men  realize.” 

It  had  not  been  my  good  fortune  to 
have  been  long  acquainted  with  Mr. 
Chaffee,  having  met  him  only  soon  after 
taking  my  seat  in  this  Congress.  He 
came  to  me  and  identified  himself  as 
one  of  my  constituents,  and  told  me  how 
he  had  maintained  his  allegiance  and 
voting  residence  in  Omaha  throughout 
his  half-century  and  more  of  Federal 
service.  He  expressed  his  desire  to  be 
helpful  in  any  way  that  he  could.  His 
manner  was  so  sincere,  so  genuine  and 
gentle,  it  was  easy  to  see  why  his  friends , 
declared  that  to  know  him  was  to  love 
him. 

The  message  brought  by  his  minister, 
Dr.  Edward  G.  Latch,  at  Mr.  Chaffee’s 
funeral  service  in  the  Metropolitan  Me¬ 
morial  Methodist  Church  on  March  21, 
is  a  beautiful  tribute  which  I  would  lik^ 
to  here  include  in  my  remarks: 

We  have  come  together  this  mornii^  to 
tap  the  resources  of  our  Christian  fait)*  and 
to  render  our  tribute  to  a  grand  persto  and 
a  good  man.  For  us  it  is  a  time  ^ sorrow, 
of  real  sorrow;  it  is  also  a  time  of  triumph 
and  of  real  triumph.  In  this  h^r  may  our 
faith  lift  us  up,  make  us  strong and  keep  us 
steady.  y 

And  our  faith  brings  to  jfs  the  assurance 
of  the  eternal  life.  Aft^'all,  death  is  not 
the  end  of  life  but  an  open  doorway  into  a 
brighter,  fairer  life  in/what  we  may  think 
of  as  the  nearer  pre^nce  of  God.  Death  is 
but  transition,  th^^assing  from  one  realm 
to  another  realrn?  from  one  sphere  to  an¬ 
other  sphere;  fndm  One  life  to  another  life; 
or  as  I  am  foiyi  of  thinking  of  it — from  one 
room  to  anc^er  room  still  within  the  great 
mansion  oJ<Pur  Heavenly  Father.  Our  loved 
one — Aln^^  Earle  Chaffee — lives,  and  lives 
with  GgiQ.  Tapping  the  resources  of  our 
faith, ^ay  be  be  given  strength  and  love  for 
thls^y  and  all  the  days  that  are  to  come. 

We  have  come  together  not  only  to  renew 
OiS-  faith  but  to  render  our  affection  and 
respect  to  Alney  Earle  Chaffee — one  of  God’s 


great  good  men.  He  began  his  career  on 
the  Capitol  Hill  in  1906,  and  was  promoted 
to  the  position  of  reading  clerk  in  1920. 
This  position  he  held  with  honor  and  dis¬ 
tinction  for  the  rest  of  his  life.  PTom  this 
reading  clerk’s  desk  in  front  of  the  Speaker, 
Mr.  Chaffee  through  the  years  read  mes¬ 
sages  from  the  President,  House  bills,  and 
called  the  roll.  He  did  it  so  well,  I  wonder 
if  God  will  not  use  him  to  call  the  roll  up 
yonder. 

On  several  occasions,  as  on  this  recent  90th 
birthday,  the  leaders  of  the  Congress  have 
taken  the  floor  to  express  their  affectionate 
regard  for  him;  “A  lovable  gentleman  of  the 
old  school,”  “served  over  50  years  faithfully 
and  conscientiously,”  “gained  the  respect  of 
every  Member  of  the  Congress,”  “I  do  not 
think  God  ever  made  a  finer  man  than  Mr. 
Chaffee,”  were  among  his  tributes. 

In  every  sense  of  the  word  he  was  a  good 
husband,  a  good  father,  and  we  may  add  a 
good  grandfather  and  a  good  great-grand¬ 
father.  How  fitting  it  was  that  the  day  be¬ 
fore  he  passed  away  his  family  spent  part  of 
that  Sabbath  day  -^th  him,  much  to  his  Joy 
and  to  the  joy  of  all  who  gathered  under  that 
roof  that  day.  His  minister  had  called  upon 
lim  the  day  before.  They  had  a  lovely  chat 
aether  and  closed  as  they  always  did  with 
pAyer. 

was  a  good  member  of  the  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Memorial  Church — the  National  Metho 
dist  Church.  He  was  an  official,  a  trustei 
&  faithfu^  attendant  upon  the  services  of  t^e 
church,  aad  completely  devoted  to  its  .wel¬ 
fare  and  itk  progress.  He  was  a  leader  of 
whom  all  of  are  proud.  / 

He  was  a  m^  of  high  integrity,  sound 
character,  conscientious,  falthfuly^onest  to 
the  core — one  who  gave  himself completely 
to  the  work  he  fel^ycalled  upofl  to  do.  The 
New  Testament  spe^s  of  ’’jrhe  salt  of  the 
earth”;  he  was.  It  spe^s  op^the  light  of  the 
world”;  he  was.  In  evekv/good  sense  of  the 
word,  he  was  a  Christi^‘.£entleman.  With 
love  and  affection  we ^lac^hls  body  in  the 
ground,  but  his  spliTt  weNjommend  unto 
God,  rememberin^the  wor^^  that  Jesus 
spoke  upon  the  ^ross — “Fath^  unto  Thy 
hands  I  commend  my  spirit.” 

One  of  his  ^apitol  associates  handed  to 
me  Just  a  f^  minutes  ago  a  briW  verse 
written  by  lir.  Chaffee,  with  which  ISjvould 
like  to  cojiclude  this  service; 

“Why/these  hopes  and  longings 

lese  constant  doubts  and  fears? 
is  but  one  brief  moment 
In  an  eternity  of  years. 

Ah!  but  in  that  one  brief  moment 
Which  Nature  so  endears 
The  soul  works  out  its  destiny 
Either  Joy  or  bitter  tears.” 

May  it  comfort  us  to  know  that  for  Mr. 
Chaffee  this  destiny  is  eternal  Joy  and  peace. 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was 
with  a  sense  of  real  loss  that  I  learned, 
upon  my  return  from  Nebraska,  of  the 
passing  of  our  friend  and  faithful  serv¬ 
ant,  Alney  Earle  Chaffee. 

His  long  and  loyal  service  to  this  Con¬ 
gress  had  made  him  somewhat  of  an 
institution  within  an  institution.  Our 
friendship  was  only  a  few  years  old,  but 
in  the  course  of  his  abiding  interest  in 
the  aifairs  of  Nebraska  he  had  come  to 
know  my  late  father  and  my  brother 
much  earlier,  which  made  him  rather 
a  friend  of  the  family. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  several  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Nebraska  delegation  were  in 
Lincoln  for  the  annual  celebration  of 
Founders’  Day.  On  March  1,  Nebraska 
marked  its  90th  anniversary  as  the  37th 
State  of  the  Union.  On  March  3,  Earle 
Chaffee  celebrated  his  90th  birthday  too. 


But  that  is  not  the  only  reason  the 
Nebraska  occasion  was  especially  mean¬ 
ingful  to  Mr.  Chaffee.  He  married 
Fanny  Pendleton,  of  Nebraska  City,  the 
daughter  of  a  real  pioneer  family,  TJre 
Pendletons  had  come  into  Nebraska/ 
fore  it  was  a  State.  They  walked 
the  frozen  Missouri  River  and  up  a 
homestead  in  a  log  cabin.  Tl^  joined 
in  the  struggle  to  bring  est^lishment 
and  recognition  to  the  fonning  State. 
This  was  the  sense  of  ^dication  to 
Nebraska  which  Mr.  C^iaffee  was  to 
come  to  share. 

Earle  Chaffee  met /Fanny  Pendleton 
at  an  elocution  class  conducted  by  his 
sister  Marion  whoj^as  a  rather  talented 
Chautauqua  arti^  of  that  day.  Though 
he  had  been  a/^mewhat  reluctant  stu¬ 
dent  he  remained  forever  grateful,  not 
only  that  it/was  here  that  he  had  met 
his  belovejr  wife,  but  for  the  vocal  train¬ 
ing  whi^  prepared  him  to  perform  the 
difBcul^duties  of  reading  clerk  with  re- 
markmile  skill  and  excellence.  , 

Chaffee  farmed  for  a  time  at  Burr 
at  Syracuse,  where  he  was  also  en- 
&.ged  in  real  estate.  He  became  active 
in  Republican  political  affairs  and  was 
rewarded  with  a  Congressional  assign¬ 
ment,  coming  to  Washington  in  1906. 

For  the  next  half-century  Mr.  Chaffee 
made  hfs  home  near  to  the  Capitol  and 
he  and  his  family  were  familiar  and  pop¬ 
ular  participants  in  activities  hereabout. 
Earle  and  Fanny  Chaffee  had  achieved 
and  celebrated  their  golden  wedding  an¬ 
niversary  7  years  before  her  death  in 
1951. 

Mr.  Chaffee  was  a  devoted  husband 
and  father.  He  was  extremely  proud  of 
his  family.  He  liked  nothing  better  than 
to  talk  about  his  family — and  learn 
about  yours. 

His  recent  birthday  had  been  especi¬ 
ally  wonderful  for  him  because  all  his 
family  had  been  with  him  to  celebrate. 
Besides  his  daughter  and  her  husband, 
Mr.  and  Mi-s.  Walter  B.  Mallorey,  with 
whom  he  had  lately  made  his  home, 
there  was  his  grandson,  Donald  L.  Mal¬ 
lorey  and  Donald’s  bride  of  a  year;  and 
s  granddaughter  and  her  husband,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  James  S.  Crupper,  who  are  the 
parents  of  two  little  girls  who  were  the 
gre^st  joy  in  Mr.  Chaffee’s  life — his 
two  ^eat  granddaughters,  Susan  and 
Jane. 

To  thiis^e  family  I  extend  my  deep¬ 
est  sympatl^y,  for  we  share  in  their  sor¬ 
row.  Even  as  we  share  in  their  appre¬ 
ciation  for  th^good  man,  our  departed 
friend,  Alney  E^le  Chaffee. 

Mr.  TALLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  Rep¬ 
resentative  from  Iowa,  I  know  that  the 
people  of  my  State  d^ire  that  appropri¬ 
ate  tribute  be  paid  to  me  memoi’y  of  the 
late  A.  E.  Chaffee,  for  His  early  life  and 
training  were  influenced  Ew  the  environ¬ 
ment  of  the  Hawkeye  Stacn  It  was  to 
a  farm  near  Cedar  Rapids  Iowa,  in  my 
congressionad  district,  that  the  Chaffee 
family  migrated  westward  from  Vermont 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  19th  ototury. 
Mr.  Chaffee’s  father  was  a  skilled  DJack- 
smith — a  fact  which  gave  him  a  h^py 
feeling  of  kinship  with  his  favorite  ic 
former  Speaker  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr\ 
whose  father  was  likewise  a  blacksmith' 
by  trade. 
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Postal  rates . 22 

Potatoes . 26 

Poultry . 23 

Public  debt... . 28 

, Public  works . 8 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  Laboi  EW  appropriation  , bill, 
for  investigation  of  monetary  ar  credit  policies. 


Reclamation. . . . . /. . , 7}8, 10 

Safflower . . 13 

Small  busineaa. . 25 

Statehood. .  X . 4 

Taxation.  X . 15,18,21 

Territories . 6 

Timber/; . 8 

Trad^^  foreign . 5 

Transportation . 18 

Water . 7,8 

Watershed. . . 27 


House  rejected  resolution 


1.  CREDIT  POLICIES.  Rejectedy225  to  174,  H.  Res.  85, 
Currency  Committee  to  iiyi/estigate  national  monetary 
4019-34 


authorize  the  Banking  and 
d  credit  policies,  pp. 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill 
for  1958  (pp,  4034-46).  Agreed  to  amendments  by  Rep.  Flynt  to  reduce  the  amount 
for  unemployment  compensation  payments  for  Federal  employees  from  $26,500,000 
to  $25,000,000  (pp.  4040-41);  and  by  Rep.  Andersen,  104  to  30,  to  reduce  the 
amount  for  salaries  and  expenses  for  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  from 
$2,500,000  to  $2,236,200  (pp,  4041-46).  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Coad 
to  strike  out  the  $2,500,000  for  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  (pp.  4043-46). 

A  point  of  order  was  sustained  against  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Colmer  to  provide 
that  farmers  using  Mexican  farm  labor  would  reimburse  the  Treasury  for  such 
labgr  (p.  4045) . 


3.  FpOD  DISTRIBUTION.  Received  from  the  D.  C.  Commissioners  a  proposed  bill  to 
amend  the  D.  C.  Public  School  Food  Services  Act;  to  District  of  Columbia 
Committee,  p.  4049 


\ 


4.  STATEHOOD*  Received  a  Colo.  Legislature  memorial  favoring  statehood  for 
ilawaii  and  Alaska,  p.  4050 


10. 


\ 


SENATE 


ion 


5.  FOREIGN^fRADE.  Both  Houses  received  a  report  from  the  U.  S.  Tariff  Commi 

on  the  (Operation  of  the  trade  agreements  program  for  fiscal  1956.  pp.  y^37, 
4049  \ 


\  M  J 

6.  TERRITORIES,  \j3oth  Houses  received  the  Interior  Department's  report^^  laws 
enacted  by  the\Virgin  Islands  Legislature  in  1956.  pp.  3937-8,  4)2^9 


7.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Received  a  N.  D.  Legislature  resolution  favo^/ig  early  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Plnestem  Creek  dam.  p.  3938  // 

Received  a  N.  Dv.  Legislature  resolution  favoring  early/constjniction  of 
the  Pembina  River  dam\and  irrigation  project,  p.  3938 


8. 


12. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Morse\opposed  the  inclusion  of  Bruc^  Eddy  dam  in  S.  497, 
the  omnibus  public  works  Mil,  on  the  grounds  that  it /threatens  "irreplaceacle 
conservation  values,”  and  urged  a  more  comprehensiv^view  of  river  basin 
development.  He  inserted  eimt  telegrams  he  had  received  in  support  of  its 
deletion  from  the  omnibus  bill\  pp,  4017-18 

Sen.  Johnson  stated  he  hop^  action  would  ^  taken  on  S.  497,  the  omni¬ 
bus  public  works  bill,  on  Thurs.  ,\Mar.  28  (p.  ^08).  Sen.  Chavez  inserted 
a  chart  showing  the  categories  of  ^penditure^  in  S.  497,  and  urged  that  it 
was  '^urgently  needed.”  Sen,  Kerr  pointed  to  the  rapid  increase  in  per  capita 
water  requirements  and  urged  conserva^on  pt  water  through  development  of  the 
projects  proposed.  Sen.  Kerr  explained\^e  provisions  for  water  supply 
storage  in  all  reservoirs,  in  reply  to  iNjuestion  by  Sen.  Johnson,  pp.  4010-13 
Sen.  Morse  urged  authorization  of' the\Yaquina  Bay  and  Harbor  project, 
as  ’  this  bill  will  enable  physical  iiaprovem^t s  of  tremendous  value  to  the 
lumber  and  timber  industry.”  p.  40/18 


I 


9.  GRAZING  LANDS,  Sen,  Anderson  in^'rted  a  N.  Mex. 
the  grant  of  the  Fort  Stanton  R^ervation  to  N. 
land  in  the  state,  pp.  3938 -j 


.agislature  resolution  urging 
M^.  to  provide  more  grazing 


RECLMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commi tte'e  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  42,  authorizing  instruction  of  the  San  Angelo, ^ex. ,  reclamation 
project  (S,  Rept.  193)  ./p.  3939 

The  Interior  and  Jnsular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
S.  J.  Res.  39,  authorazing  an  irrigation  project  for  Che  Fecb^  River  Basin, 
N.  Mex.  (S.  Rept.  l/l) .  p.  3939 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Seiy^  Wiley  urged  promotion  of  free  world  prosperity’^through 

encouraging  th^ flow  of  U.  S,  private  capital  abroad,  and  inserte^a  statement 
and  an  article  on  foreign  investment,  pp.  3945-8 


BUDGET,  Seyl  Byrd  pointed  to  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  and' 
authoriziions,  which  could  be  used  "to  continue  the  rate  of  annual  expendi¬ 
tures  wihout  reduction,”  and  urged  the  President  to  respond  to  "the  grass 
roots  nlovement  for  more  economical  Federal  Government,”  by  presenting  a 
revi^d  budget  showing  where  cuts  can  be  made.  In  reply  to  Sen.  Mansfield 
Sen/  Byrd  agreed  that  the  executive  had  greater  power  and  ability  to  cut  the 
b^get  than  Congress.  Sen.  Lausche  discussed  Federal  grants  to  the  States,  and' 
S4n.  Byrd  noted  that  the  Budget  called  for  "67  Federal  Grants  to  States, 
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wanted  a  full  and  complete  investiga- 
tiol^^by  a  cross  section  of  the  people  of 
the  country.  “What  better  cross  sec¬ 
tion,”  I  said  to  them,  “could  you  have 
than  the  people  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  who  were  commisisoned  by 
their  people  to  speak  for  them?” 

They  come  from  every  section,  every 
quarter  of  the  United  States.  They 
have  to  be  elected.  They  are  not  ap¬ 
pointed  by  anyb^y.  A  governor  of  a 
State  can  appoint  a^Senator,  but  he  can¬ 
not  appoint  a  Meml^er  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  ThaVkeeps  the  House 
of  Representatives,  its  membership,  and 
its  committees  closer  to  the  people  than 
is  the  case  with  any  other  group  of  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  United  States. 

I  do  not  want  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  to  abdicate  its  power  and  its  au¬ 
thority  to  do  such  things  as  this.  You 
talk  about  a  bipartisan  commission  or  a 
nonpartisan  commission.  Those  words 
just  float  around  here  all  the  time  and 
have  been  for  the  last  4  years,  to  mY 
certain  knowledge — bipartisanship,  non- 
partisjanship. 

I  find  that  a  great  many  people  want 
nonpartisanship  when  they  want  some¬ 
thing  and  they  want  partisanship  when 
they  do  not  want  something. 

Why  should  not  this  great  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  be  given  the 
same  power  and  the  same  authority, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  great  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Spence]  to 
do  what  every  other  major  committee 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  has  been 
authorized  to  do  by  your  vote?  What 
is  wrong  with  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency?  Do  not  you  Repub¬ 
lican  Members  have  faith  that  you  can 
help  control  that  committee?  Do  you 
not  know  that  when  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Spence]  appoints  a  sub¬ 
committee,  he  appoints  some  of  you  on 
it?  You  will  have  a  voice  there. 

You  go  off  here  and  have  one  of  these 
commissions.  The  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Halleck]  says  we  have  had 
many  of  them.  Well,  I  have  seen  a  great 
many  of  them,  and  after  they  are 
through,  they  have  to  come  back  to  the 
membership  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  these  committees,  which  have 
to  do  the  work.  None  of  them  will  take^ 
the  word  only'  of  a  commission.  Th^ 
go  into  hearings,  just  as  this  commit^ 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  ger^e- 
man  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Spence l^Arith 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mj/  Pat¬ 
man],  and  others,  would  go  info  these 
matters  initially  and  make  t^ir  report 
to  the  House  of  Representatjyes. 

What  is  wrong  with  th^?  Have  we 
no  faith  in  ourselves?  ]^ht  appointed 
by  the  President  of  th^United  States; 
2  suggested  by  the  gen^man  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Ma^in],  2  by  myself, 
2  by  the  majority  ^ader  in  the  Senate, 
and  2  by  the  mii^ity  leader. 

Well,  the  wa^i  think  that  stacks  up, 
I  will  say  to  ijiCe  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana,  is  that  i^ould  mean  12  Republicans 
and  4  Dem^rats.  That  is  exactly  how 
bipartisai^hat  would  be,  or  rather,  if 
you  plea^,  nonpartisan. 

So  I^k  you  today,  let  us  go  along  with 
this  Isolation.  Let  us  not  listen  to  these 
outsMe  forces.  Let  us  do  our  own  busi¬ 


ness  in  our  own  way,  we  who  have  been 
elected  by  the  vote,  the  faith,  and  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  American  people. 

I  trust  that  you  will  not  be  voting  in 
panic,  but  that  you  will  vote  in  reason 
and  adopt  House  Resolution  85. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution 
and  amendments  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendments. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and.  ther^" 
were — yeas  174,  nays  225,  answered 
“present”  2,  not  voting  31,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  31] 

YEAS— 174 


,  Ill. 


Addoulzio 

Albert 

Anfuso 

Asliley 

Bailey 

Baring 

Barrett 

Beckworth 

Bennett,  Fla 

Blatnlk 

Boggs 

Boland 

Bolling 

Bonner 

Boyle 

Breeding 

Brooks,  La. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Burdick 

Burleson 

Byrd 

Byrne,  Pa. 
Cannon  ^ 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chelf 

Christopher 
Chudofl 
Clark 
Coad 
Coffin 
Cooper 
Dawso: 
Dela^y 
Dei^on 
DiXgell 
luinger 
ionohue 
Dowdy 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbsteln 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fino 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Fountain 
PTazier 
Fried  el 
Garmatz 


Abbitt 

Abernethy 

Adair 

Alexander 

Alger 

Allen,  Calif. 
Allen,  Ill. 
Andersen, 
H.  Carl 
Andrews 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Auchlncloss 


Gathlngs 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Gray 
Griffiths 
Hagen 
Hardy 
Harris 

Harrison.Vai 
Hays,  Ark. 

Hays,  Ohio 
Healey 
Hollfleld 
Holland 
Hu.ddleston 
Hull 
Ikard  ■ 

Jennings 
Johnson 
Jones,  Ala.j 
Karsten 
Kee 
Kelley 
Kellyy 
Keoa 
Ki^ay 
Igore 
Cing 
Ilrwan 
Kluczynskl 
Knutson 
Lane 
lianham 
Lankford 
Lennon 
Lesinskl 
Long 
Loser 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McFall 
McGovern 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Mack,  lU. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Matthews 
Metcalf 
Miller,  Calif. 
Mills 
Morgan 
Morris 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 

NAYS— 225 

Avery 

Ayres 

Baker 

Baldwin 

Barden 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Bates 

Baumhart 

Beamer 

Becker 

Belcher 

Bennett.  Mich. 

Bentley 


Natcher 
O'Brien,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  HI. 
O’Neill 
Passman 
Patman 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Phllbln 
Pilcher 
Polk 
Porte5 
Fowa 
Pr^on 
fee 
iibaut 
tains 
Reuss 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rntherford 
Santangelo 
Saund 
Selden 
Shelley'\ 
Shuford 
Sieminskl\ 

Sisk 

Smith,  Miss. 
Spence 
Staggers 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Teague,  Tex. 
Teller 

Thompson,  La. 
Thompson,  N.  J 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Watts 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Wler 
Willis 
Wright 
Yates 
Young 
■  Zablockl 
Zelenko 


Berry 

Betts 

Blitch 

Bolton 

Bosch 

Bow 

Bray 

Broomfield 

Brown,  Ohio 

Brownson 

Broyhlll 

Budge 

Bush 


Byrne,  HI. 
Byrnes,  Wis. 
Canfield 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Collier 
Colmer 
Corbett 
Coudert 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 
Iowa 

Cunningham, 

Nebr. 

Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Dague 
Davis,  Ga. 
Dawson,  Uta] 
Dellay 
Dempsey 
Dennlsoi 
Derouiuln 
Deverywx 
Dlxgj 
Dooley 
Dorn,  N.  Y. 
Dorn,  S.  C. 
Dwyer 
Fenton 
Flynt 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fulton 
Gary 
Gavin 
George 
Griffin 
Gross 
Gubser 
Hale 
Haley 
Halleck 
Harden 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Harvey 

Haskell 

Hebert 

Hemphill 

Herlong 

Heselton 

Hess 

Hiestand 

Hill 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 


Holmes 
Holt 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Hyde 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Judd 
Kean 
Kearney 
Kearns 
Keating 
Keeney 
KHburc 
Kltchl 
Knoy 
Kn^er 
Lii^d 

ndrum 

ratham 
LeCompte 
Lipscomb 
McConnell 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McGregor 
Meintire 
McIntosh 
MeVey 
Mack,  Wash. 
Mallliard 
Martin 
Mason 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Michel 
Miller,  Md. 
Miller,  Nebr. 
Miller,  N.  Y. 
Minshall 
Moore 
Mcrano 
Mumma 
Murray 
Neal 

Nicholson 

Nlmtz 

Norblad 

Ncrrell 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Patterson 

Pelly 

Pillion 

Poff 

Prouty 


Radwan 
Ray 

Reece,  Tenr 
Reed 
Rees,  Kar 
Rhodes  jAriz. 
Riehlrafen 
Rile^ 

Rl'vaire 
Roceson,  Va. 

Sbslon,  Ky. 
logers,  Fla. 
^Rogers,  Mass. 
Sadlak 
St.  George 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Schwengel 
Scott,  N.  C. 
Scott,  Pa. 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Sheehan 
Sikes 
Slier 

Simpson,  m. 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Va. 
Smith,  Wis. 
Springer 
Stauffer 
Taber 
Talle 
Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 

Tewes 

Thomas 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Tollefson 

Tuck 

Utt 

Van  Pelt 

Van  Zandt 

Vinson 

Vorys 

Vursell 

Walnwrlght 

Walter 

Weaver 

Westland 

Wharton 

Wldnall 

Vyigglesworth 

Williams,  Miss. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Winstead 

Withrow 

Wolverton 

Younger 


Fisher 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT”— 2 
O’Konski 

NOT  VOTING  31 


Anderson, 
Mont, 
dresen, 
gust  H. 
Aspb^ll 
Bass', H. 
Bowler^ 
Boykin 
Buckley 
Cooley  \ 
Cramer 


Davls,  Tenn. 

Dies 

Diggs 

Doyle 

Durham 

Frelinghuysen 

Grant 

Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 
Gregory 
Gwinn 


Henderson 

Hillings 

Holtzman 

Jackson 

Jones,  Mo. 

McMillan 

Morrison 

Poage 

Scherer 

Sheppard 

Williams,  N, 


So  the  re^ution  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  Ymnounced  the  following 
pairs:  ^ 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Holtzman  for,  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New 
Hampshire  against. 

Mr.  Asplnall  for,  with  to.  Gregory  against. 
Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  iCv  Jackson  against. 
Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvai^  for,  with  Mr. 
Gwinn  against. 

Mr.  O’Konski  for,  with  M\  Henderson 
against. 

Mr.  Morrison  for,  with  Mr.  Scher^ against. 
Mr.  Fisher  for,  with  Mr.  Cramer  a^inst. 
Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  for,  with  mK  Fre¬ 
linghuysen  against. 

Mr.  Doyle  for,  with  Mr.  Hillings  agalf 
Mr.  Sheppard  for.  with  Mr.  Williams  of  : 
York  against. 
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Mr.  Howler  for,  with  Mr.  Augiist  H.  Andre- 
sen  agalMt. 

Mr.  DleWor,  with  Mr.  Cooley  against. 

Mr.  changed  his  vote  from 

“yea”  to  “na; 

Mr.  FISHEFf\Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  th^%gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  LMr.  CrameriX  If  he  were  present 
he  would  have  vot^  “nay.”  I  voted 
“yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote 
“present.” 

Mr.  O’KONSKT.  Mr.  ^^aker,  I  have 
a  live  paid  with  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Henderson!  .  If  he\^re  pres¬ 
ent  he  would  have  voted  “nay.’Xl  voted 
“yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and.  vote 
“present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announlied 
as  above  recorded. 


DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Departments  of 
Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other 
purposse. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingiy  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with 
Mr.  Forand  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had 
read  through  line  24,  page  4,  of  the  bill. 
If  there  are  no  further  amendments  at 
this  point,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chainnan.  I  would  like  to  an¬ 
nounce  that  we  are  going  to  continue  on 
today,  by  agreement  reached  between 
the  ranking  minority  member  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  and 
myself,  until  5  o’clock  and  then  rise  and 
try  to  complete  the  bill  on  tomorrow. 
We  are  not  quite  half  way  through  the 
Department  of  Labor,  and  there  are  sev¬ 
eral  amendments  pending  on  the  desk  as 
far  as  that  Department  is  concerned 
that  may  take  up  most  of  the  time  be¬ 
tween  now  and  5  o’clock. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

BUREAU  OP  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  general  administration  of  the 
employment  service  and  unemployment 
compensation  programs.  Including  tempo¬ 
rary  employment  of  persons,  without  regard 
to  the  civil-service  laws,  for  the  farm  place¬ 
ment  migratory  labor  program:  and  not  to 
exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a):  $6  million,  of  which  $1,125,000 
shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  title  rV  (except  sec.  602)  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Vir¬ 
ginia:  On  page  5,  line  8,  strike  out  “$6,000,- 
000”  and  insert  "$5,558,000.” 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  is  an  amendment  along  the 
line  of  what  we  were  seeking  to  do  on 
yesterday  when  the  Committee  rose,  and 
that  is  to  reduce  this  bill  to  the  level  of 
last  year.  As  I  said  on  yesterday,  in 
this  age,  when  the  country  is  demanding 
a  reduction  in  taxes  and  a  lowering  of 
appropriations,  it  seems  to  me  it  is  very 
little  to  ask  all  these  bureaus  and  agen¬ 
cies  that  they  stick  with  their  appropri¬ 
ations  of  last  year  and  try  to  tighten  up 
their  expenses  and  find  places,  of  which 
there  are  many  to  economize,  so  that 
they  can  cooperate  with  the  Congress 
and  live  within  the  budget  that  they  had 
Jast  year. 

Now,  that  is  all  this  amendment  does, 
is  to  reduce  this  back  to  what  they  had 
a  year  ago,  and  it  will  reduce  this  bill  by 
the  sum  of  $442,000.  I  do  not  wish  to 
take  the  time  of  the  House  to  discuss  it 
further.  That  is  all  it  does,  and  I  am 
just  asking  you  to  cut  it  back  to  last  year. 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  has  just 
said  is  not  quite  right.  He  goes  back  to 
last  year’s  figure  of  $5,558,000,  but  he 
does  not  take  into  consideration  that 
because  of  the  action  of  this  House  last 
year  we  are  forcing  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  to  accept  the  addi¬ 
tional  responsibilities  of  mandatory  in¬ 
creases  that  amount  to  $323,600.  So 
what  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
means  is  that  we  would  not  be  going 
back  to  last  year’s  figures;  but  he  is 
asking  you  to  accept  a  budget  cut  of 
$323,000  below  the  amount  they  had  in 
this  fiscal  year.  That  will  mean  a  re¬ 
duction  in  personnei  of  whatever  num¬ 
ber  of  persons  that  amount  of  money 
would  employ. 

As  far  as  saving  money  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  is  concerned,  this  amendment 
would  not  save  one  dime.  The  amend¬ 
ment,  if  passed,  would  not  cut  one  nickel 
out  of  this  appropriation,  because  the 
money  does  not  come  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury  at  all.  These  funds  come  into 
the  Federal  Treasury  by  the  payment 
of  unemployment  taxes  by  the  employer. 
The  administrative  expenses  that  we  are 
talking  about  now  are  paid  out  of  a  levy 
of  three-tenths  of  1  percent  which  is 
collected  and  used  for  administering  the 
unemployment  compensation  fund  in 
our  country. 

We  have,  through  our  actions  in  the 
past  few  years,  given  this  Bureau  a  30 
percent  increase  in  work  load  in  the  last 
8  years  and  during  that  same  time  we 
have  cut  the  staff  by  7  percent.  Think 
of  it!  In  the  last  8  years  we  have  asked 
this  Bureau  by  legislative  action  by  your 
votes  to  assume  a  30  percent  increase  in 


workload  and  we  have  cut  their  staff  by 
7  percent,  even  though  this  money  does 
not  come  out  of  the  Federal  Treasmy  at 
all  but  is  money  paid  in  by  the  employer. 
They  have  the  responsibility  of  adminis¬ 
tering  one  of  the  largest  programs  in  our 
Government.  If  you  want  them  to  tid- 
minister  it  fairly  and  squarely  and  hon¬ 
estly  there  is  only  one  thing  you  can 
do,  and  that  is  to  go  along  with  the 
committee’s  recommendation. 

As  far  as  their  operations  are  con¬ 
cerned,  his  is  the  only  division  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  that  is  doing  any¬ 
thing  to  hire  handicapped  workers,  or 
doing  something  about  the  employment 
of  the  more  mature  workers  in  our  coun¬ 
try.  If  you  want  to  handicap  them  in 
that  work  and  prevent  them  from  carry¬ 
ing  out  those  programs  then  you  should 
adopt  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith!. 

We  on  the  committee  have  presented 
to  you  our  best  judgment.  This  is  the 
lowest  possible  figure  with  which  we 
think  they  can  efficiently  operate  this 
division. 

Let  me  make  one  point  again.  If  you 
vote  for  this  amendment,  you  are  not 
voting  to  cut  one  dime  out  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  budget  because  these  funds  do  not 
come  through  taxation,  they  do  not  come 
out  of  the  Federal  Ti-easury.  Let  us  not 
kid  ourselves  in  that  respect.  This  is 
one  of  the  best  programs  we  have  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Every  State  Di¬ 
rector  of  Employment  Security  in  our 
country,  bar  none,  would  be  against  this 
proposed  cut. 

I  hope,  because  of  the  universal  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  operation  of  this  division 
over  the  years,  that  the  amendment  will 
be  voted  down;  because,  if  there  is  an 
actual  case  of  false  economy  that  is  being 
attempted  to  be  put  over  here,  this 
amendment  is  it. 

I  was  just  reading  the  headlines  in  to¬ 
day’s  paper,  referring  to  what  happened 
yesterday  here  in  the  House,  and  the 
cuts  that  were  made  by  the  House,  with 
99  percent  of  the  Republicans  voting  for 
them.  This  is  the  headline;  “Ike  Vehe¬ 
mently  Slaps  Piecemeal  Budget  Cut  as 
Fatuous  and  Foolish.” 

I  did  not  know  exactly  what  the  word 
“fatuous”  meant  until  at  lunchtime  the 
distinguished  lady  from  Illinois  [Mrs. 
Church]  informed  me  as  to  its  meaning. 
As  I  remember,  it  means  something  like 
irresponsible  or  foolish. 

It  seems  to  me  that  you  are  deserting 
the  President  and  his  leadership,  and  his 
Cabinet  in  the  budget  that  you  have  be¬ 
fore  you  today  or  else  he  is  deserting 
you.  Youi’  actions  today  indicate  to  me 
you  have  gotten  tired  of  his  leadei’ship. 
It  may  be  that  because  he  is  not  going  to 
be  a  candidate  4  yeai’s  from  now  you 
have  decided  to  take  over  the  leadership 
from  your  President.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  sound^  something  like  that.  If 
the  President  is  quoted  correctly,  he  has 
said  that  this  is  a  foolish  way  to  cut  the 
budget.  A  little  gratuitous  advice  is  you 
ought  to  listen  to  your  Pi  esident,  because 
he  was  the  only  one  who  could  win  on 
your  ticket  last  year. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  defeated. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and,  the 
Chainnan  being  in  doubt,  the  Committee 
divided  and  there  were — ayes  105,  noes 
97. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Smith  of 
Virginia  and  Mr.  Fogarty. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
126,  noes  104. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  for  some  days 
been  conducting  hearings  regarding 
Alaskan  statehood  before  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  A  lot  of 
the  opposition  to  statehood  for  Alaska 
has  been  based  on  the  charge  that  the 
Legislature  of  Alaska  has  acted  imma- 
turely  and  irresponsibly  and  that  they 
have  not  followed  sound  and  good  gov¬ 
ernment  policies.  Well,  after  having  ob- 
seiwed  what  happened  here  yesterday 
and  what  apparently  is- now  starting  here 
today,  I  just  wonder  what  right  some  of 
us  have,  as  Members  of  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  which,  certainly,  I 
agree  with  the  Speaker  is  the  greatest 
legislative  body  in  the  world — but  what 
right  do  we  have  to  charge  anybody — 
anybody — with  a  lack  of  responsibility  or 
a  lack  of  judgment? 

I  want  to  pay  my  tribute  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]. 
I  think  he  has  been  doing  an  outstanding 
job  here.  I  could  not  help  but  admire 
him  for  his  courage  and  for  his  devotion 
to  the  American  people  to  get  up  here 
time  after  time  after  time  and  defend  the 
administration’s  budget  against  irre¬ 
sponsible  actions  by  members  of  the 
President’s  own  party. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
point  of  order.  I  demand  that  the  words 
be  taken  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
suspend.  What  is  the  gentleman’s 
point?  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  statement  of 
the  gentleman.  He  continued  to  talk 
after  I  made  my  point  of  order.  The 
point  of  order  is  made  against  the  words 
he  used  with  reference  to  irresponsibil¬ 
ity  in  voting  as  we  did.  That  is  a  charge 
that  we  are  irresponsible  as  Members  of 
the  House  and  I  say  it  is  a  violation  of 
the  rules. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
making  a  point  of  order  or  demanding 
that  the  words  be  taken  down? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  made  the  point  of 
order  in  order  to  gain  the  flodi’.  Then 
I  asked  that  the  gentleman’s  words  be 
taken  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  words  objected  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

I  could  not  help  but  admire  him  for  his 
courage  and  for  his  devotion  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  to  get  up  here  time  after  time 
after  time  to  defend  the  administration’s 
budget  against  irresponsible  actions  by 
members  of  the  President’s  own  party. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee 
will  rise. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1958,  and  for  other  purposes, 
certain  words  used  in  debate  were  ob¬ 
jected  to  and  on  request  were  taken  down 
and  read  at  the  Clerk’s  desk,  and  he 
herewith  reported  the  same  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  words  objected  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

I  could  not  help  but  admire  him  for  his 
courage  and  for  his  devotion  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  to  get  up  here  time  after  time 
after  time  to  defend  the  administration’s 
budget  against  irresponsibie  actions  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  President’s  own  party. 

The  SPEAKFR.  The  Chair  cannot  see 
in  those  words  any  reflection  on  the 
character  of  any  gentleman  of  the 
House.  The  Chair  also  fears  that  if  it 
should  get  to  the  point  where  one  could 
not  criticize  somebody’s  action  or  vote 
that  it  would  be  pretty  hard  to  cany  on 
debate  in  the  House. 

The  Chair  holds  that  the  words  are 
not  a  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  House. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  sit¬ 
ting. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287, 
with  Mr.  Forand  in  the  chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  is  recognized.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  still 
maintain  that  we  are  responsible,  or  cer¬ 
tainly  should  be,  as  representatives  of 
the  American  people  to  try  to  develop 
and  to  support  in  an  orderly  manner  a 
budget  which  the  various  executive  de¬ 
partments  of  the  Government  can  live 
with.  Last  year  and  the  year  before  we 
heard  Members  time  after  time  voice 
their  concern  over  injustice,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  are  still  just  as  concerned. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

*  Mr.  SISK.  I  am  sorry;  I  cannot  yield. 

We  are  still  just  as  concerned  about 
the  human  welfare  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  as  we  were  last  year  and  the  year 
before.  My  only  purpose  in  taking  the 
floor  was  to  urge  that  we  support  the 
members  of  this  committee,  men  who 
have  demonstrated  a  genuine  concern 
not  only  for  economic  responsibility,  but 
also  a  concern  for  the  departments  of 
Government  which  operate  under  this 
budget.  Certainly,  as  I  said  a  little  bit 
ago,  I  admire  the  courage  and  the  de¬ 
votion  to  duty  and  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  for  coming  down  to  this 
well  time  after  time  and  making  a  fight 
which  begins  to  look  hopeless. 


It  would  be  my  hope,  certainly,  that 
we  as  Members  of  Congress  would  be 
willing  to  stand  up  with  a  little  stiffer 
backbone.  I  just  wonder  how  much  pol¬ 
itics  there  is  in  this  or  how  many  votes 
you  think  you  are  gaining  by  cutting 
$20,000  or  $5,000  in  many  cases  out  of 
matters  that  do  not  even  concern  taxa¬ 
tion,  which  happens  to  be  the  case  in  the 
last  vote,  as  stated  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  that  it  did 
not  affect  taxes  one  iota.  That  is  what 
happens  when  we  get  involved  in  a  situa¬ 
tion  that  in  making  a  few  grandstand 
plays  we  get  up  and  start  trying  to  cut 
a  little  nibble  here  and  a  little  nibble 
there. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  we  can  pro¬ 
ceed  to  pass  this  appropriation  bill  and 
to  give  to  the  various  executive  depax’t- 
ments  of  the  Government  concerned  an 
opportunity  to  carry  on  and  to  conduct 
the  affairs  of  their  departments  in  order. 
Over  $100  million  h^  been  cut  out  of 
this  budget  and  I  think  an  excellent 
job  has  been  done  by  the  subcommittee, 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chaii-man,  I 
offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hoffman  moves  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  the  recommendation  that 
the  enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  I’e- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
this  debate  we  have  a  situation  where 
it  now  appears  to  be  in  order  for  the 
Members  on  one  side  or  the  other  to 
accuse  those  who  oppose  their  views  or 
cast  their  votes  in  opposition  of  being 
irresponsible. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Is  the  gentleman  crit¬ 
icizing  the  decision  of  the  (Jhair  on  the 
recent  demand  that  words  be  taken 
down? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  No;  I  accept  it.  I 
am  only  trying  to  show  it  is  in  error  and 
the  situation  is  just  as  described. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  the  words  be  taken  down. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  and  I  want  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  the  regular  order, 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  request,  but  I  think  the  speaker 
should  be  directed  to  talk  on  his  pref¬ 
erential  motion.  Anything  he  has  said 
up  to  now  is  a  wide,  sweeping  departure 
from  the  way  he  got  the  time  on  the 
floor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
must  confine  his  remarks  to  the  bill 
under  consideration. 

Mr.  hGFFMAN.  That  is  what  I  am 
trying  to  do,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  show  the  fallacy  that  exists,  not 
of  irresponsible  Members  on  either  side, 
because  this  is  not  a  party  or  political 
issue  but  of  trying  to  write  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  as  we  are  doing  here  today. 
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I  just  want  to  show  the  state  we  are 
in,  more  accurately  the  condition  of 
mind.  Of  course,  I  have  respect  for 
the  Speaker,  respect  his  decisions,  but 
that  does  not  foreclose  my  right  to  give 
my  views  on  what  it  is  my  privilege  to 
anticipate  the  civil-rights  bill,  invoke  the 
first  not  the  fifth  amendment. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  renew 
my  request. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  get¬ 
ting  back  to  where  we  started,  of  course, 
our  debate  should  be  constructive.  Per¬ 
haps  I  am  the  worst  offender  of  any 
Member  of  the  House,  and  I  only  regret 
that  when  you  gentlemen  try  to  follow 
you  do  not  give  me  an  example  of  how  I 
should  proceed. 

Now,  here  we  are,  getting  back,  if  it  is 
all  right  to  say,  and  I  assume  it  is,  that 
the  votes  over  there  in  opposition  to 
something  that  we  advocate  over  here 
are  wrong.  Apparently  it  is  within  the 
rules  for  me  to  characterize  those  so 
voting  as  irresponsible — that  I  will  not. 
Irresponsible  means  among  other  things, 
free  from  or  incapable  of  incurring  re¬ 
sponsibility,  not  able  to  answer  for  con¬ 
sequences,  not  able  to  render  satisfac¬ 
tion.  one  not  responsible  for  his  actions, 
indicating  a  lack  of  mental  or  physical 
capacity  to  perform  one’s  duty.  Some 
and  the  Democratic  side  had  the  courage 
and  the  intelligence,  let  us  say,  to  vote 
earlier  today  contrary  to  what  appar¬ 
ently  our  leadership  wanted.  A  major¬ 
ity  of  around  50  decided  they  did  not 
wholly  agree  with  the  Speaker’s  views — 
can  they  be — is  it  proper  to  say  they  are 
irresponsible.  That  vote  would  be  a 
good  example,  if  I  may  suggest  it  where 
those  on  the  majority  side,  if  you  have 
independent  views — and  I  assume  that 
you  have,  and  so  vote — it  would  be  proper 
to  say  in  debate  that  you  are  not  respon¬ 
sible  legislators. 

I  made  the  point  in  good  faith,  because 
the  rules  should  be  established  and  fol¬ 
lowed.  Because  if  the  personal  element 
is  injected  debate  becomes  less  helpful. 
I  know  there  are  some  who  came  here 
recently  who  will  be  glad  to  know  how 
far  they  can  go  in  questioning  the  abil¬ 
ity,  the  integrity,  the  sincerity  of  their 
Members  who  disagree  with  their  politi¬ 
cal  conclusions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  will  try  to  comply 
with  the  ruling.  Am  just  attempting 
to  show  that  a  charge  of  irresponsibility 
does  not  convey  information. 

The  gentleman  said  that  this  last 
amendment  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
taxes  imposed  upon  the  people.  This  is 
an  appropriation  bill.  Money  is  what 
we  are  talking  about,  is  it  not — appro¬ 
priations  that  eventually  will  have  to 
be  met  by  taxation?  If  an  appropria¬ 
tion  is  cut -does  it  not  follow  that  if  the 
program  is  continued  other  dollars  must 
come  from  someplace  to  replace  those 
taken  out.  This  motion  of  mine  was 
offered  in  good  faith,  with  the  idea  that 
as  long  as  we  are  getting  around  to  where 
we  question  each  other’s  ability,  motives, 
or  intelligence  as  Congressmen,  and  each 
other’s  responsibility  and  the  way  in 


which  we  proceed,  that  it  might  be  well 
if  we  go  over  until  tomorrow  and  cool 
off — give  a  little  consideration  to  what 
we  are  doing.  I  admire  the  ability  of  the 
gentleman  who  has  charge  of  this  bill 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  his  courage,  and  the  way 
in  which  he  has  presented  the  issues.  No 
one  can  criticize  him  for  the  presentation 
of  his  views.  But  he  called  attention  to 
some  statement  which  it  is  reported  our 
President  made.  I  do  not  have  it  before 
me.  Permit  me  to  repeat  again  that  ap¬ 
parently  Members  on  both  sides  are  try¬ 
ing  to  go  along  with  the  demand  of  their 
constituents  that  we  cut  the  budget. 
That  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do.  Can 
we  not  assume  from  here  on  that  all  of 
us  are  acting  in  good  faith?  Can  we 
not  forget  this  tin-cup  business  of  yes¬ 
terday  when  we  were  accused  by  infer¬ 
ence  at  least  of  trying  to  rob  the  blind 
man? 

I  will  not  go  any  further.  You  get  my 
suggestion.  It  is  that  some  time  after 
all  the  amendments  have  been  adopted 
we  send  the  bill  back  to  committee, 
which  by  that  time  will  know  the  will 
of  the  House — report  it  back  with  sub¬ 
stantial  cuts — which  will  give  you  at  least 
some  further  reduction  and  yet  not  kill 
all  of  the  programs  for  which  so  many 
have  voted  but  all  of  which  cannot  be 
carried  on  at  an  ever-increasing  rate 
until  the  citizen’s  burden  is  beyond  his 
strength  to  can-y — his  ability  to  meet. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  during  the 
rest  of  today  and  tomorrow  and  Fri¬ 
day,  or  whatever  time  it  takes  to  finish 
this  bill,  you  remain,  because  I  think  we 
ought  to  put  the  membership  on  record 
now  that,  if  sufficient  amendments  are 
carried,  there  are  going  to  be  8,  9,  10, 
11, 12,  13,  or  14  rollcalls  and  record  votes 
when  we  complete  the  reading  of  this 
bill.  I  want  also  to  remind  you  again 
that  the  two  words  that  I  remember  from 
today’s  headline,  because  the  reporter 
has  taken  it  from  me,  were  to  the  effect 
that  the  President  said  at  his  conference 
this  morning  that  all  reasonable  at¬ 
tempts  to  cut  these  budget  figures  of  his, 
his  budget  and  his  Cabinet,  your  leaders, 
are  fatuous.  I  do  not  know  who  those 
remarks  are  directed  to.  You  must  de¬ 
cide  that  for  yourself,  but  those  are  the 
quotes  from  your  leader. 

I  remember  distinctly  the  first  year 
that  I  appeared  in  the  well  of  this  House 
defending  appropriation  bills  for  the  De? 
partment  of  Labor  was  in  1947.  You  re¬ 
member  the  election  of  1946  when  the 
Republicans  swept 'the  coimtry,  elected  a 
Republican  House  and  a  Republican  Sen¬ 
ate.  You  also  remember  that  in  the  cam¬ 
paign  in  1946  they  were  going  up  and 
down  and  across  the  country  promising 
the  working  people  of  our  coimtry  that 
if  they  were  elected,  the  friends  of  the 
workers  and  the  workers  of  our  country 
would  be  fairly  treated.  Yet  you  must 
recall  that  the  first  thing  you  did  was  to 
enact  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  in  1947.  And 
then  when  this  appropriation  bill  came 
before  you,  you  cut  it  25  percent  in  1947. 
We  Democrats  made  a  pretty  good  record 
in  1947  on  the  floor  of  this  House  in 
fighting  those  amendments.  And  then  in 
1948  you  helped  to  cut  it  another  20  per¬ 


cent  over  1947.  So,  you  made  a  splendid 
record  in  that  80th  Congress  in  cutting 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Labor.  But,  what  happened  in  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  1948?  Because  of  your  help  in 
cutting  these  appropriations  to  such  an 
extent,  especially  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  and  taking  away  the  rights  and 
privileges  that  the  Department  extended 
to  the  working  people  of  this  country  by 
denying  them  the  enforcement  of  these 
laws,  the  people  reacted  in  the  fall  of 
1948  and  you  woke  on  the  day  after  elec¬ 
tion  the  most  amazed  persons  on  this 
earth,  because  nobody  believed  at  that 
time  that  a  Democrat  could  win  the  Pres¬ 
idency  of  the  United  States  as  Harry  Tru¬ 
man  did  in  1948. 

I  want  to  congratulate  you  now,  be¬ 
cause  the  same  combination  that  was 
working  in  that  80th-  Congress  in  1947 
and  1948  is  again  in  effect  yesterday  and 
today  and  tomorrow.  The  same  lead¬ 
ers  are  leading  the  same  fight,  and  I 
hope  that  you  have  the  same  success 
and  I  hope  and  pray  that  your  success  in 
cutting  these  appropriations  will  guar¬ 
antee  that  a  Democrat  will  be  elected 
to  the  White  House  4  years  from  now. 

The  American  people  have  shown  be¬ 
fore  that  they  cannot  be  fooled  for  long. 
I  am  completely  confident  that  they  will 
see  through  the  strategy  of  reactionary 
Republicanism  that  strips  them  of  their 
hard-won  rights  and  privileges  in  the 
guise  of  economy.  They  will  demon¬ 
strate  at  the  polls,  as  they  have  before, 
that  it  is  more  important  to  maintain 
decent  standards  of  living  for  the  mass 
of  our  population  than  it  is  to  reduce 
the  taxes  of  one  big  corporation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  pi’eferential  motion. 

The  preferential  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  pointed  out  yes¬ 
terday,  our  situation  in  the  United  States 
has  worsened  in  the  progress  toward  a 
balanced  budget  to  the  tune  of  $2,594,- 
000,000  since  the  first  of  the  year.  The 
only  way  we  can  take  care  of  our  people, 
the  only  way  we  can  take  care  of  our  de¬ 
fense,  is  by  saving  money  wherever  it 
can  be  saved  and  by  doing  it  diligently 
and  properly.  For  my  own  part,  I  have 
voted  for  no  amendment  that  I  thought 
would  cripple  any  organization  of  the 
Government.  I  know  the  conditions  of 
our  public  payroll.  It  is  so  stuffed  and 
so  elaborate  that  it  needs  to  be  trimmed 
down.  The  only  way  savings  can  be 
made  are  in  the  appropriation  bills  that 
come  up.  We  must  go  through  them  all 
the  way  down  the  line  and  see  that  no 
more  is  provided  in  those  bills  than 
really  is  needed  to  carry  on  the  functions 
that  those  departments  jind  agencies 
htive  to  perform. 

I  know  nothing  about  the  political  ef¬ 
fect  of  these  cuts.  Fi’ankly,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  any  economies  that  this  Con¬ 
gress  made  in  1947  or  in  1953  or  1954  had 
the  slightest  to  do  with  the  elections  in 
the  years  following.  I  do  not  believe 
those  those  votes  were  a  repudiation  of 
the  honest  effort  that  was  made  in  the 
80th  Congress  to  put  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  on  an  honest  basis. 

I  believe  those  Members  of  Congress  who 
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went  out  and  fought  on  those  lines  suc¬ 
ceeded.  I  believe  they  will  succeed  again 
if  we  make  an  honest  effort  to  approach 
this  problem. 

I  am  not  going  to  change  my  position. 
If  a  thing  is  right  I  am  going  to  vote 
for  it.  If  it  is  wrong  I  am  going  to  vote 
against  it.  I  hope  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  will  have  the  courage  to 
do  likewise. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  and  employment  service  admin¬ 
istration  :  For  grants  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  6,  1933,  as 
amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying 
into  effect  section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s 
Readjustment  Act  of'1944,  for  grants  to  the 
States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501- 
603 ) ,  including,  upon  the  request  of  any 
State,  the  purchase  of  equipment,  and  the 
payment  of  rental  for  space  made  available 
to  such  State  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such 
purpose,  for  necessary  expenses  Including 
purchasing  and  installing  of  air-conditioning 
equipment  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  employment  office  facilities  and  services 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  for 
carrying  out  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Read¬ 
justment  Assistance  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat. 
684)  and  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
as  amended  (68  Stat.  1130),  $262  million, 
of  which  $12  milllori  shall  be  available  only 
to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  neces¬ 
sary  to  meet  Increased  costs  of  administra¬ 
tion  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State  law  or 
Increases  in  the  numbers  of  claims  filed  and 
claims  paid  or  increased  salary  costs  resulting 
from  changes  in  State  salary  compensation 
plans  embracing  employees  of  the  State  gen¬ 
erally  over  those  upon  which  the  State’s  basic 
grant  (or  the  allocation  for  the  District  of 
Columbia)  was  based,  which  Increased  costs 
of  administration  cannot  be  provided  for  by 
normal  budgetary  adjustments:  Provided, 
That  notwithstanding  any  provision  to  the 
contrary  in  section  302  (a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certify  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  payment 
to  each  State  found  to  be  in  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  June  6, 
1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the 
provisions  of  section  303  of  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts  as  he 
determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  proper 
and  efficient  administration  of  its  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  law  and  of  its  public 
employment  offices:  Provided  further,  ’That 
such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office 
Department  shall  be  used  for  the  payment, 
in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  Jointly 
determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission 
of  official  mail  matter  in  connection  with 
the  administration  of  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  systems  and  employment  services 
by  States  receiving  grants  herefrom, 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  against  the  language 
beginning  after  the  first  figure  in  line  5, 
with  the  words  “of  which”  down  to  the 
word  “adjustments”,  in  line  15,  as  legis¬ 
lation  upon  an  appropriation  bill  and  not 
authorized  by  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  wish  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 
This  language  has  been  carried  in  the 


bill  for  about  10  years,  I  think.  It  was 
first  put  in,  I  believe,  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  Mr.  Keefe  when  he  was  chairman 
of  this  subcommittee  because  we  thought 
it  was  in  the  form  of  a  limitation  on  an 
appropriation  bill  and  would  discourage 
supplementals  and  deficiences  that  had 
previously  occurred.  This  $12  million 
was  set  aside  for  the  specific  reason  of 
taking  care  of  unseen  workloads  that 
developed  during  the  year  and  increased 
State  salaries  which  by  law  we  are  bound 
to  provide  when  the  States  increase  sal¬ 
aries.  So,  in  order  to  provide  a  fund  like 
this  that  would  prevent  them  from  com¬ 
ing  back  with  supplementals  each  year 
we  agreed  on  this  language.  It  was  the 
intention  of  the  committee  to  be  a  limita¬ 
tion  upon  an  appropi-iation. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  add  to  my  point  of  order  that  it 
requires  additional  duties  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  makes 
the  point  of  order  that  the  words  referred 
to,  beginning  in  line  5  and  ending  in 
line  15,  are  legislation  on  an  appropria- 
tio  bill. 

The  Chair  has  studied  the  legislation 
and  finds  in  agreement  with  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
that  additional  duties  are  imposed  upon 
the  Secretai-y,  as  shown  in  line  6,  which 
reads,  “that  the  Secretary  finds  neces- 
saiT,"  and  so  forth.  Therefore,  the 
Chair  must  uphold  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  to  make  an 
inquiry  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
Rhode  Island  would  refer  to  the  hear¬ 
ings  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  on 
page  29.  At  the  bottom  of  the  page  he 
will  note  that  there  is  a  colloquy  between 
himself  and  Secretary  Mitchell  and  Mr. 
Dodson  with  reference  to  the  funds  that 
they  requested  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  the  amounts  that  were  al¬ 
lowed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
incorporated  in  the  budget  sent  to  Con¬ 
gress.  There  is  some  language  in  this 
table  submitted  which  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand.  In  one  fcolumn  appears  the  words 
“Congressional  estimate.”  That  is  a  new 
phrase,  as  far  as  I  can  determine,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  any  budget  operation. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  was  new  to  us, 
too.  This  is  rather  unusual  terminology. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  am  not 
criticizing  the  committee,  I  am  trying  to 
figure  out  what  these  two  columns  mean. 
I  am  incUned  to  the  belief,  and  I  would 
like  to  have  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  tell  me  whether  I  am  right  or 
wrong,  that  the  figures  under  “Congres¬ 
sional  estimate”  would  apparently  be 
the  request  made  to  Congress  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  whereas  in  the 
column  headed  “Budget  Bm-eau  esti¬ 
mate”  are  the  requests  for  funds  that 
were  made  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  would 
gather,  then,  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  increased  the  amount  after  the 


heading  “New  Applications”  by  $24,900 
above  what  the  Bureau  requested? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  also  increased  non¬ 
personal  services  by  $161,200? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right,  but 
they  did  decrease  the  entire  amount  of 
this  program  by  $253,000,  and  that  is 
what  I  find  fault  with. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  that  fact,  but  in  view  of  the  "fact 
that  we  do  have  an  allowance  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  over  and  above 
what  the  Bureau  requested  for  these  two 
particular  phases,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

Mr.  FOCIARTY.  I  may  have  misun¬ 
derstood  the  gentleman.  Maybe  I  did 
not  give  him  the  correct  answer.  This 
congressional  estimate  is  the  request 
contained  in  the  President’s  budget.  We 
have  not  gone  over  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  figures. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  We  still 
may  not  understand  each  other.  In  this 
total  at  the  bottom  of  page  29  there  are 
numerous  breakdowns  of  the  total  figure 
which  was  apparently  requested  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  Their  total  in  that  column 
would  be  $18,671,000.  That  was  the  total 
requested  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
by  the  Department  of  Labor  for  this 
particular  area. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  But  that 
is  further  broken  down  into  specific 
amounts.  It  is  true  that  the  overall  fig¬ 
ure  was  cut.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
cut  some  of  the  items  that  make  up  the 
overall  $18,671,000,  but  in  2  categories 
that  also  make  up  that  total  they  in¬ 
creased  the  amount  the  Bureau  request¬ 
ed.  It  just  seems  to  me  that  it  is  inad¬ 
visable  to  appropriate  on  the  basis  of  an 
increase  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
over  and  above  what  the  Department  of 
Labor  itself  requested  to  carry  out  cer¬ 
tain  specific  functions.  That  is  why  I 
submit  this  amendment  which  is  simply 
to  reduce  your  overall  figure  of  $261,- 
814,000  that  is  found  on  line  5  by  the 
amount  of  $186,003.  One  hundred  and 
eighty-six  thousand  dollars  is  the  total 
of  the  two  increases  made  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  sending  the  request  to 
the  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes  j. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

,  Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wis¬ 
consin:  On  page  6,  line  5,  strike  out  “$262,- 
000,000”  and  insert  “$261,814,000.” 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  I  have  explained  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  and  the  ref¬ 
erence  to  it  in  the  hearings. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can¬ 
not  argue  too  much  with  the  gentleman’s 
contentions,  and  I  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  substitute  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Burleson  as 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin:  On  page  6,  line  5, 
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strike  out  “$262,000,000”  and  insert  “$250,- 
000,000.” 

(Mr.  BURLESON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  ChaiiTnan,  I 
wish  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Byrnes]  why,  since  the  langu¬ 
age  on  page  6,  lines  5  through  14,  and  the 
word  “adjustments”  on  line  15,  was  ruled 
to  be  not  in  order,  why  his  amendment 
did  not  include  the  entire  $12  million. 

As  I  read  the  message  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  on  this  item,  they  said 
this:  “The  purpose  of  the  $12  million” 
is  “to  primarily  increase  tax  and  auditing 
workloads,  increase  placement  and 
counsel  services,”  and  so  forth.  Then 
further :  “The  efforts  for  better  manage¬ 
ment  of  State  agencies,  development  of 
employment  and  unemployment  facts, 
and  increases  in  average  annual  sal¬ 
aries.” 

It  just  seems  to  me  that  since  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  fiscal  year  1955-56  and 
fiscal  year  1956-57  was  for  the  sum  of 
$250  million  that  they  could  get  by  with 
the  same  amount  for  this  fiscal  year. 
This  $12  million  is  a  speculative  figure. 
They  do  not  know  how  much  it  is  going 
to  cost.  But  they  are  speculating  on  what 
State  laws  may  be  passed  which  would 
affect  unemployment  insurance,  and  so 
forth.  So,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is 
certainly  a  place  where  we  could  wait 
and  see  what  the  cost  is.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  to  lose.  It  will  not  impair  services. 
I  must  admit  I  am  not  very  familiar  with 
all  the  details  as  to  what  this  service  is 
and  what  it  does.  But  it  is  obvious  that 
no  service  is  going  to  be  impaired.  No 
service  is  going  to  be  lessened  in  any  way, 
and  if  they  could  take  what  they  have 
had  for  this  year  it  seems  we  are  not  being 
fatuous  in  this  instance.  Incidentally, 
I  want  to  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty!  I  appreciate 
very  much  what  he  said  yesterday  re¬ 
garding  authorizations  which  must  be 
paid  for  in  the  future.  I  shall  refer  to 
this  further  in  a  moment.  If  it  is  fatu¬ 
ous  and  foolish  to  try  to  reduce  this 
budget,  then  give  me  some  of  it  because — 
well,  I  just  saw  the  figures  on  my  own 
income  tax.  I  can  do  a  lot  of  crabbing 
about  it,  too.  We  are  getting  enough 
letters  about  it  from  our  people  back 
home.  I  just  saw  my  figures  this  morn¬ 
ing,  and  I  have  a  great  inspiration  to 
say  what  I  am  saying  today.  My  State 
legislature  memorialized  the  Congress 
the  other  day,  and  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  sentiment  expressed  in  the 
resolution  which  called  for  economy  in 
Federal  spending.  They  memorialized 
Congress  to  reduce  expenditures^  to  re¬ 
duce  the  budget.  At  the  proper  time  I 
shall  ask  this  resolution  by  the  Texas 
Legislature  be  placed  in  the  Record. 

Now,  this  is  a  grant  to  the  States. 
Later  on  I  expect  to  introduce  other 
amendments  which  will  reduce  these 
grants-in-aid  to  States.  We  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  now.  We  have  the  people  be¬ 
hind  us.  The  key  to  this  whole  thing  was 
expressed  in  the  President’s  budget  mes¬ 
sage  when  he  said  that  “as  long  as  the 
people  demanded  the  kind  of  services 
called  for  in  this  budget,  which  services 
they  deserve,  it  is  necessary  to  spend  this 


kind  of  money.”  The  key  is  there.  As 
long  as  the  people  “demand  these  serv¬ 
ices,”  and  the  President  added  “which 
they  deserve,”  it  is  necessary  to  spend 
this  sort  of  money.  Yet  they  write  us 
and  tell  us  to  reduce  the  budget.  All 
right.  Let  us  do  it. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  There 
has  been  a  threat  on  foot  of  having  a 
record  vote  on  cutting  expenditures. 
There  are  some  of  us  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  who  are  proud  when  we 
can  vote  to  reduce  expenditures,  and  we 
want  our  people  to  know  that  we  are 
willing  to  economize  and  save  the  credit 
of  the  Government. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  appreciate  what 
the  gentleman  has  to  say.  I  had  a  letter 
only  yesterday  from  a  man  who  said, 
“Unless  you  believe  in  wrecking  the 
economy  of  the  country,  then  let  us  cut 
down  on  the  expenditures  of  Govern¬ 
ment.” 

I  wrote  back  and  said,  “It  is  some¬ 
thing  like  being  against  crime  and  sin. 
Everyone  is  against  it.”  Everyone  is  for 
reducing  the  budget  but  it  is  usually 
economy  for  the  other  man.  I  am  for 
economy  in  Idaho  and  perhaps  in  Maine 
and  a  considerable  amovmt  down  in 
Oklahoma.  But  I  get  a  little  weaker 
when  it  gets  down  into  Texas.  Then  in 
the  districts  of  some  of  my  colleagues  I 
am  for  economy  over  there,  unless  it 
would  injure  and  hurt  my  colleague,  but 
when  you  come  into  my  district  I  am  for 
economy,  “but.”  And  so  it  goes  and  we 
all  know  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Burleson! 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia)  Mr.  Bur¬ 
leson  was  granted  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  wanted  to 
interrupt  the  gentleman  but  he  was 
preaching  such  a  good  sermon  on  my 
doctrine  that  I  did  not  interrupt  him.  I 
wanted  to  get  straightened  out  on  the 
parliamentary  situation.  The  gentle¬ 
man  who  preceded  you  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment.  Is  your  amendment  offered  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  So  that  your 
amendment  is  a  substitute.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  this  is  the  situation :  The  point 
of  order  raised  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  knocked  out  the  clause  which 
carried  $12  million.  So  if  you  do  not 
pass  the  Burleson  amendment,  you  have 
stricken  it  out  on  a  point  of  order,  but 
you  have  appropriated  $12  million.  You 
have  to  adopt  the  Burleson  substitute  in 
order  to  make  effective  the  point  of  order 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  New  Yoi1k. 
I  hope  the  House  will  understand  that 
and  vote  that  way.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  now  proceed.  It  still  leaves 
equal  to  what  they  had  last  year? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  That  is  correct  and 
T  appreciate  the  gentleman’s  assistance 
in  clarifying  the  situation.  As  I  under¬ 


stand  the  language  subsequent  to  the 
figure  of  $12  million,  and  the  $12  million 
is  included  in  the  figure  of  $262  million 
in  the  bill,  was  not  stricken,  but  it  only 
permits  that  the  $12  million  may  be  used 
for  a  contingent  purpose.  I  am  empha¬ 
sizing  the  words  “contingent  purpose,” 
out  of  the  $262  million.  If  that  is  not 
correct,  I  stand  corrected.  It  being 
purely  speculation  as  to  whether  or  not 
it  will  be  needed,  here  is  an  opportunity 
to  save  a  little  money,  and  $12  million 
is  not  such  a  small  amount. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  take  it  for  granted  that 
the  gentlemaTi  does  not  believe  it  is  good 
to  appropriate  money  for  folks  to  play 
with. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  certainly  do  not. 
I  do  not  believe  that  all  appropriations 
for  grants  in  aid  to  States  is  bad.  P 
think  there  are  some  things  which  a 
State  cannot/ always  do,  but  if  I  must 
cite  an  example,  I  would  say  that  the 
most  flagrant  imaginative  proposition  of 
that  kind  would  be  Federal  aid  to  educa¬ 
tion.  I  just  give  that  as  an  example. 
But  as  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
said  here  yesterday — he  spoke  a  truth— 
we  authorize  these  projects  which  ex¬ 
tend  far  into  the  future.  That  is  where 
we  are  being  fatuous,  that  is  where  we 
are  being  foolish,  in  my  opinion. 

I  plead  not  guilty  to  some  of  these 
issues  which  the  gentleman  so  ably  de¬ 
scribed  yesterday,  but  I  believe  in  placing 
the  guilt  where  it  belongs,  and  that  is  on 
this  body  and  on  the  other  body,  on  all 
of  us,  in  authorizing  projects,  in  buying 
something  on  the  installment  plan  which 
we  must  pay  for  when  the  evil  day  comes 
and  this  is  one  of  those  many  days. 

As  I  read  the  budget  there  are  $23  bil¬ 
lion  in  it  over  which  Congress  has  no 
control;  no  more  control  than  we  have 
over  the  $7  billion  interest  on  the  public 
debt. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned  Federal  grants-in-aid  for  schools 
and  classroom  construction.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  if  there  are  not 
some  school  districts  in  his  congressional 
district  that  get  grants-in-aid  under 
Public  Law  815? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Is  that  the  Smith- 
Hughes  Act? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  No;  it  is  not  the  Smith- 
Hughes  Act. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Tell  me  what  it  is; 
I  am  not  familiar  with  it  by  number. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  It  is  the  act  requiring 
the  Federal  Government  to  meet  its  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  school  districts. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  The  gentleman 
means  “impacted-area”  funds? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Yes.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  object  to  taking  that  money? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  voted  against  it.  I 
am  not  guilty  of  that,  and  I  have  some  of 
that  construction  in  my  congressional 
district.  The  same  is  true  of  public 
housing. 
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Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  does  not 
object  to  those  funds  going  to  Texas,  does 
he? 

Mr.  BURLESON.  I  said  earlier  that 
I,  like  everyone  else,  was  more  for  econ¬ 
omy  in  some  other  part  of  the  country 
when  it  comes  to  Federal-funds  handout, 
but  I  am  not  guilty  of  voting  for  many 
of  the  measures  mentioned  by  my  good 
friend  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
I  Mr.  Fogarty],  which  must  be  paid  for 
in  the  future. 

I  make  no  claim  to  great  political  cour¬ 
age  by  my  record  here  will  show  I  have 
not  voted  for  these  costly  programs,  as 
desirable  as  many  of  them  may  be  and 
the  record  will  further  show  that  my 
record  in  this  respect  is  consistent  with 
my  votes  against  more  than  $10  billion 
in  appropriations  last  year. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  I  hope  the  House  will 
support  the  cut  of  $12  million  from  this 
bill  as  I  here  propose  by  my  amendment. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Ml’.  Chairman,  I  fully  agree  with  the 
comments  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Burleson].  I  wish  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  them.  It  may  come 
as  a  surprise  to  you  but  I  think  all  of 
you  should  know  that  while  the  last  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  was  reducing  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  requests  for  appropriation  by 
$257  million,  it  was  at  the  same  time — 
in  other  than  appropriation  bills — in¬ 
creasing  the  President’s  requests  for 
other  types  of  obligating  and  spending 
authority  about  $1,736  million.  This  type 
of  authority  results  in  expenditures  from 
the  Treasury  just  as  expenditures  from 
appropriations.  There  is  no  difference 
in  the  end  result.  The  place  and  time 
to  start  economizing  is  right  here  on  this 
floor  when  authorization  bills  are  up  for 
consideration  and  decision. 

I  voted  for  the  resolution  this  House 
passed  recently,  inviting  the  President 
to  suggest  where  budget  cuts  might  be 
made.  I  did  it  despite  the  fact  that  I 
believed  the  resolution  was  at  least  in 
part  politically  inspired  and  was  de¬ 
signed  to  put  the  President  of  the  United 
States  more  or  less  on  the  spot;  but  I 
was  unwilling  to  cast  any  vote  in  this 
House  that  could  be  construed  as  opposed 
to  economy.  I  do  not  care  whether  the 
initiative  for  economy  comes  from  the 
Executive  or  whether  it  originates  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  I  am  for  it. 
Also,  I  might  add,  who  gets  the  credit 
is  immaterial;  getting  the  job  done  is 
the  important  thing. 

So  long  as  I  remain  a  Member  of  the 
House,  I  shall  support  every  reasonable 
effort  to  bring  Government  spending  un¬ 
der  control.  I  believe  that  the  greatest 
need  facing  our  country  on  the  domestic 
front  is  to  get  our  financial  house  in  or¬ 
der.  I  believe  it  is  just  as  important  to 
do  that  today  as  it  was  in  1953  when  I 
helped  cut  the  last  budget  submitted  by 
former  Pi-esident  Traman  by  more  than 
$10  billion.  I  am  willing  to  help  cut  this 
last  budget  by  as  much  as  it  can  be  cut 
reasonably  and  without  using  a  meat  ax 
approach. 

While  I  am  on  my  feet,  and  with  some 
reluctance,  because  I  happen  to  admire 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  and 
appreciate  the  hard  work  he  has  done  as 


a  member  of  this  committee,  I  would  like 
to  say  that  I  cannot  allow  the  implica¬ 
tions  in  his  remarks  to  go  unanswered. 
So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  and  I  do  not 
pretend  to  be  any  better  than  other 
Members  of  this  body.  I  want  everyone 
to  know  that  I  do  not  cast  votes  here  on 
appropriation  measures  on  the  basis  of 
whether  such  votes  will  gain  me  support 
in  the  next  election.  The  suggestion  that 
we  should  vote  here  today  with  one  eye 
on  how  that  vote  may  affect  our  reelec¬ 
tion  chances  in  1958  was  unworthy  of  the 
gentleman  who  made  it,  and  I  specifi¬ 
cally  reject  it. 

When  the  time  comes  that  we  all  put 
the  welfare  of  the  country  above  partisan 
or  political  advantage,  we  will  put  our 
Government’s  financial  house  in  order; 
and  I  mean  by  that  to  refuse  to  appro¬ 
priate  more  money  than  we  take  in  any 
year  unless  confronted  with  a  grave  na¬ 
tional  emergency;  to  balance  the  budget 
and  keep  it  balanced;  to  begin  making 
substantial  reductions  in  the  national 
debt;  and  get  our  counti-y’s  finances  in 
such  condition  that  we  can  provide  some 
much-needed  tax  relief. 

This  is  an  issue  that  is  above  politics. 
Let  us  forget  politics  once  and  get  on 
with  the  job  of  reducing  Government 
spending,  and  let  us  do  it  in  such  sub¬ 
stantial  fashion  that  the  entire  country 
will  notice  it. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
substitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  oflfered  by  Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wis¬ 
consin  to  the  substitute  offered  by  Mr.  Bur¬ 
leson:  Strike  out  “$250,000,000”  and  insert 
“$249,814,000.” 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  what  this  amendment  does  is 
to  combine  the  amendment  I  previously 
offered  to  provide  a  reduction  of  $186,000 
with  the  $12  million  cut  proposed  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas.  This  simply 
combines  the  two.  If  the  $12  million 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Burleson]  is  adopted  with¬ 
out  this  amendment,  then  the  further 
reduction  of  $186,000  would  be  impos¬ 
sible.  So  my  amendment  combines  the 
two. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  answer  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr-  Jonas], 
I  am  not  trying  to  find  fault  with  any¬ 
body  who  is  trying  to  cut  this  budget  to¬ 
day.  The  facts  that  I  related  about  the 
80th  Congress  were  just  facts.  I  related 
what  happened  in  the  80th  Congress  and 
what  were  the  results  and  I  believe  be¬ 
cause  that  happened  then  it  can  happen 
again.  You  not  only  lost  the  presidency 
of  the  United  States  at  that  time,  which 
was  right  in  the  palm  of  yom*  hand,  but 
you  lost  both  Houses  of  Congress,  too. 
When  you  could  not  carry  the  Congress 
last  year  with  yom-  President  winning  by 


one  of  the  largest  majorities  in  history, 
there  must  be  something  wrong  with 
either  the  Republican  leadership  in  Con¬ 
gress  or  with  the  leadership  in  the  White 
House.  I  do  not  know  which  it  is.  But 
you  have  to  make  up  your  own  mind  as  to 
that. 

I  also  want  to  commend  men  like  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Burleson] 
because  I  believe  he  is  sincere  and  I  know 
that  he  has  voted  against  many  of  these 
authorizations.  I  find  no  fault  with 
those  who  have  the  courage  of  their  con¬ 
victions,  who  stand  up  on  a  record  vote 
and  are  counted  in  opposition  to  some  of 
the  legislation  that  was  proposed  by 
your  President  and  enacted  during  the 
past  2  years.  I  do  not  criticize  those 
who  have  gotten  up  in  the  last  2  years 
and  had  the  courage  to  vote  against  those 
authorizations. 

Those  men  and  women  who  are  now 
getting  up  on  this  floor  to  cut  back 
these  appropriations  should  be  com¬ 
mended.  But,  I  do  not  like  the  idea  of 
supporting  the  things  that  sound  good 
and  read  good  back  home  on  the  one 
hand,  just  before  election,  and  then  after 
election,  on  the  other  hand,  come  in  here 
and  cut,  as  I  said  yesterday,  the  guts  out 
of  these  appropriations  and  make  the 
things  that  you  voted  for  in  the  past  few 
years  inoperable.  To  me  that  is  what  I 
find  fault  with. 

I  also  find  fault  with  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Smith]  and  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gent]eman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Burleson]  in  the  plea  for  economy. 
Once  again  I  say  to  you,  as  I  said  on 
the  last  amendment,  this  does  not  save 
one  dime,  not  one  nickel,  in  the  Federal 
Treasury.  It  is  not  a  grant  to  the  States 
in  the  usual  sense.  This  money  is  paid 
in  by  the  employers  into  a  fund  and 
then  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  their  money,  not  yours  or 
mine.  It  belongs  to  these  individuals 
who  contribute  to  the  unemployment 
compensation  funds.  All  we  are  are  the 
custodians  of  that  fund.  That  is  the 
only  control  we  have  over  it.  It  is  not  a 
grant  to  a  State  or  to  a  community  or 
to  anybody  else.  We  are  just  giving  back 
to  these  people  the  administrative  funds 
to  run  their  programs  for  unemployment 
compensation.  Now,  if  you  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  in  unemployment  compensation, 
then  you  ought  to  come  out  and  say  so, 
because  this  is  all  taken  out  of  that  fimd 
of  three-tenths  of  1  percent  that  is  col¬ 
lected  and  tourned  in  to  the  Treasury 
and  reappropriated  to  administer  the 
employment  services  of  this  country. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POGAR’TY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
Is,  is  it  not,  that  the  pasnnents  are  made 
out  of  the  Treasury?  A  tax  of  a  certain 
amount  for  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  is  levied  upon  the 
employer,  and  it  Is  paid  in.  That  is  the 
way  it  operates. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  decision  as  to 
what  the  employer  pays  is  made  by  the 
States.  It  is  not  made  by  me  or  any¬ 
body  in  the  Federal  Government.  That 
responsibility  lies  with  the  States  and  it 
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Is  a  complete  State  operation.  And  I 
will  say  to  the  distinguished  minority 
member,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber],  in  whom  I  have  a  great 
deal  of  confidence,  that  when  he  struck 
out  the  language  for  the  contingency 
fund  on  a  point  of  order,  that  we  have 
had  in  this  bill  for  about  8  years,  he  was 
almost  requiring  the  Department  to  come 
back  and  ask  for  a  supplemental  for  at 
least  some  mandatory  increases  that  are 
bound  to  come  up.  When  the  States 
raise  the  pay  of  these  employees  and 
when  increased  workloads  occur  in  the 
States  because  of  some  conditions  un¬ 
foreseen  when  these  budgets  were  made 
up,  we  are  morally  bound  to  provide  the 
necessary  funds,  and  that  is  exactly  why 
the  $12  million  was  put  in  there.  This 
is  not  economy;  it  is  false  economy.  It 
is  not  going  to  save  you  one  dime.  It 
will  mean  additional  expense  for  process¬ 
ing  supplemental  requests  for  funds  and 
in  efficient  operations  at  State  level 
because  of  inadequate  funds.  Further 
there  has  been  no  evidence  coming 
to  the  committee  of  any  misuse  of 
the  contingency  fund  and  the  ex¬ 
istence  of  this  fund  has  proven  in 
actual  operations  to  be  a  step  forward 
in  the  financing  of  the  State  employ¬ 
ment  security  agencies.  You  are  now 
taking  a  step  backward. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Byrnes]  to  the  substitute  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Burleson]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to' 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Burleson],  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fogar:ty)  there 
were — ayes  102,  noes  73. 

So  the  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  Byrnes  amendment  as  amended  by 
the  substitute. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  Clei'k  read  as  follows: 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal 
employees:  For  payments  to  unemployed 
Federal  employees,  either  directly  or  through 
payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
$26,500,000. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fltnt;  On 
page  8,  line  24,  strike  out  “$26,500,000”  and 
insert  “$25,000,000.” 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
an  amendment  which  seeks  to  bring  this 
section  of  the  bill  in  Une  with  the  1957 
fiscal  year  appropriation.  I  i-ead  from 
the  report  of  the  committee  on  page  6 : 

There  was  a  carryover  of  funds  from  1956 
to  1957  of  over  $3,000,000. 

There  is,  of  course,  an  estimated  trend 
that  there  will  be  an  increase.  I  feel 
that  this  estimated  trend  will  not  exceed 
the  $1,500,000  which  is  left  in,  over  and 
above  the  amounts  which  were  required 


during  fiscal  year  1957.  We,  of  course, 
do  not  know  what  the  carryover  from 
fiscal  1957  to  fiscal  1958  will  be. 

I  have  seen  nothing  in  the  report,  I 
have  seen  nothing  in  the  committee 
hearings  which  indicates  that  more  than 
$25  million  which  my  amendment  leaves 
in  will  be  used.  This  amendment  is 
offered  simply  for  the  sole  purpose  to 
make  a  realistic  effort  to  reconcile  1956, 
1957,  and  1958  figures  bearing  in  mind 
the  increased  trend. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 
There  is  nothing  that  I  can  see  which 
provides  for  an  extra  day’s  pay  for  per¬ 
sons  drawing  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion.  I  know  of  no  reason  why  there 
should  be  increased  retirement  benefits 
for  persons  drawing  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation.  I  hope  that  we  have  not  yet 
reached  the  point  where  people  may  re¬ 
tire  from  being  unemployed. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  does 
not  mean  one  single,  solitary  thing.  I 
suppose  the  gentleman  who  just  offered 
it  voted  for  the  bill  that  authorized  this 
program  a  couple  of  years  ago.  When 
he  voted  for  it,  he  voted  to  pay  this  com¬ 
pensation  to  every  Federal  employee  who 
is  discharged  from  the  Federal  Service. 
So  his  amendment  means  nothing  be¬ 
cause  these  payments  are  not  control¬ 
lable  and  we  will  have  to  make  the  appro¬ 
priation  now  or  later. 

We  have  arrived  at.the  figure  in  the 
bill  on  the  best  mathematical  terms  we 
could,  based  on  the  amount  that  was 
spent  up  until  February  28.  We  believe 
if  we  have  erred  we  have  erred  on  the 
low  side.  By  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  he  is  only  requiring  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  to  come  forth 
next  fiscal  year. 

Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  this. 
This  is  a  phony  cut.  If  you  want  a  real 
example  of  a  phony  cut,  this  is  it,  be¬ 
cause  we  have  already  voted  by  legisla¬ 
tion  to  make  these  payments  to  Federal 
employees  who  are  severed  from  the 
Federal  Service.  This  will  just  require 
them  to  come  in  and  ask  for  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriationr  Who  do  we  think 
we  are  kidding  on  cuts  like  this? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  an 
employee  who  is  separated  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  entitled  to  go  into  the  Court 
of  Claims  and  get  the  compensation  the 
Congress  decided  he  was  entitled  to? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Positively. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Is  not  this  in  effect 
only  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  money 
necessary  to  keep  that  procedure  going? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Positively.  It  is  an 
estimate,  and  we  cut  the  estimate  that 
they  came  up  with  on  the  best  figures  we 
had  available  on  the  amounts  that  have 
been  paid  out.  We  shaded  that  just  a  lit¬ 
tle  bit  to  be  on  the  conservative  side.  So 
any  cut  below  that  is  really  a  phony  cut, 
because  we  are  obligated  to  make  these 
payments,  anyway.  It  does  not  make 
any  difference  whether  or  not  you  adopt 
this  amendment,  we  have  to  meet  our 


responsibilities  to  pay  employees  who 
have  been  discharged. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Cfiiairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Is  it  not  time  that  there 
was  a  $3  million  carryover  on  this  pro¬ 
vision  in  fiscal  1956? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  was.  That 
was  its  first  year  of  operation.  That  year 
we  cut  the  original  estimate  by  $7  mil¬ 
lion,  and  we  did  not  cut  enough.  So  this 
year  we  cut  a  little  more  than  we  thought 
we  should  to  be  on  the  conservative  side. 
So  if  there  is  any  estimate  in  this  bill, 
this  is  one  of  the  most  conservative  esti¬ 
mates  that  we  have  before  us,  and  the 
figures  we  have  available. will  show  they 
will  spend  all  of  this  and  perhaps  more. 
Certainly  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
will  require  a  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  before  the  fiscal  year  is  up. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Is  not  this  item  in  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  category  as  the  $79  mil¬ 
lion  the  committee  claimed  as  a  cut? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  it  is  not.  ' 

Mr.  JONAS.  What  is  the  difference? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  is  this  dif¬ 
ference,  that  when  we  cut  the  $79  mil¬ 
lion,  as  explained  yesterday,  there  were 
recommendations  for  $2.5  million  for  the 
training  program  for  personnel  in  the 
fields  of  public  assistance.  There  was 
an  item  of  $2,080,000  for  cooperative  re¬ 
search  projects  in  the  field  of  public 
assistance  to  get  more  efficiency  in  the 
operation  of  this  program.  Because  of 
the  prophecies  of  the  gentleman  and  his 
leaders  that  we  are  going  into  better 
times,  and  because  we  voted  for  the  so¬ 
cial-security  amendments  a  year  ago 
that  should  take  more  off  the  public- 
assistance  rolls,  we  thought  that  we  could 
expect  that  that  $79  million  would  not 
be  needed. 

Mr.  JONAS.  But  that  $79  million  al¬ 
leged  cut  is  simply  the  substitution  of 
the  committee’s  guess  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  guess  as  to  what  it  would  cost ;  is 
not  that  true? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  On  the  basis  that  we 
would  have  allowed  $2.5  million  for 
training  and  $2,080,000  for  cooperative 
research;  but  since  those  have  been 
stricken  out  by  the  full  committee,  that 
cut  may  not  stand  up.  If  they  had  not 
been  stricken  from  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  subcommittee,  because  we 
allowed  the  $2.5  million  and  the  $2,080,- 
000,  I  am  sure  it  would  be  a  good  figure 
and  would  not  be  in  the  same  category 
as  the  amendment  we  have  here.  We 
had  firm  figures  as  to  how  much  was  ex¬ 
pended  at  the  end  of  February  of  this 
year  and  what  the  trend  is  in  these  ex¬ 
penditures  so  that  we  could  calculate 
the  cost  for  the  rest  of  this  year  and  next 
year.  We  based  it  on  that  mathematical 
computation,  and  there  is  none  better. 

Mr.  JONAS.  If  the  committee  is 
wrong,  is  it  not  inviting  a  similar  sup¬ 
plemental  request  as  to  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Georgia? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  committee 
thinks  that  after  listening  to  the  hearings 
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we  are  in  the  best  position  to  make  an 
estimate.  When  you  guess  that  they  can 
get  along  with  $1,500,000  less,  I  think 
that  guess  is  a  little  bit  on  the  wild  side, 
if  I  make  myself  clear. 

Mr.  PLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Is  it  not  true  there  was 
a  $3  million  carryover  from  1956? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Does  not  youi-  report 
also  show  on  the  trend  of  payments  that 
during  the  past  few  months  they  will 
be  slightly  lower  during  the  comparable 
period  of  last  year? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  And,  if  so,  is  not  a 
$1,500,000  leeway,  which  my  amend¬ 
ment  allows,  in  line  with  your  commit¬ 
tee’s  own  report? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  that  has  all 
been  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
committee  already. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  But,  it  is  in  the  report; 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Let  me  read  the  re¬ 
port.  We  have  said  in  our  report  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Unemployment  Com¬ 
pensation  for  Federal  Employees.’’ 

The  bill  Includes  $26,600,000,  a  reduction  of 
$5,500,000  from  the  request,  and  an  increase 
of  $1,500,000  over  the  amount  appropriated 
for  1957.  Since  there  was  a  carryover  of 
funds  from  1956  to  1957  of  over  $3  million, 
the  total  amount  available  for  1957  was  over 
$28  million,  thus  the  amount  contained  in 
the  bill  is  a  reduction  of  about  $1,500,000 
from  the  funds  estimated  to  be  expended 
for  this  purpose  during  the  current  fiscal 
year.  As  in  the  case  of  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  for  veterans,  the  amount  contained 
In  the  bill  is  based  on  the  trend  of  pay¬ 
ments  during  the  last  few  months,  which 
have  been  slightly  lower  than  during  the 
comparable  period  of  last  year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor 
program;  For  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Labor  under  the 
act  of  July  12,  1951  (65  Stat.  119),  as 
amended,  including  temporary  employment 
of  persons  without  regard  to  the  civil  serv¬ 
ice  laws,  $2,500,000. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  H.  Carl  Ander¬ 
sen:  On  page  9,  line  15,  strike  out  “$2,500,- 
000”  and  insert  "$2,236,200.” 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  an  amendment  directly 
reducing  the  personnel  to  the  point  this 
particular  division  had  for  the  fiscal  year 
1957.  I  am  offering  this  amendment  to 
reduce  this  particular  item  by  $263,000. 
My  friends,  that  is  a  lot  of  money.  ’That 
is  equal  to  our  four  good  farms  like  my 
farm  back  in  the  State  of  Minnesota.  I 
still  think  $263,000  is  an  awful  lot  of 
money.  This  proposed  reduction  will 
provide  the  Mexican  faim  labor  program 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958  exactly  the  same 
amount  of  money  available  for  fiscal 
year  1957.  To  that  extent,  it  is  actually 
no  reduction.  But,  in  reality,  it  is  an 
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effort  to  hold  the  line.  I  have  taken  into 
consideration  the  $110,300  for  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  civil  service  retirement  fund, 
$6,300  for  the  larger  payments  to  de¬ 
partmental  working  capital  funds  which 
I  consider  necessary,  and  finally  an  off¬ 
set  of  $5,400  for  nonrecurring  items  of 
other  contractual  services.  I  reiterate, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  sum  I  propose 
will  give  to  this  department  the  very 
same  amount  that  it  has  had  for  this 
particular  fiscal  year.  I  am  willing  to 
give  them  that  same  amount  another 
year,  in  spite  of  the  recent  crop  report 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
the  effect  that  a  reduction  of  12  million 
acres  in  the  amount  of  land  planted  to 
59  crops  is  anticipated  this  year  below 
last  year. 

The  Department  predicts  the  smallest 
acreage  planted  since  World  War  I,  and 
the  budget  item  I  propose  to  cut  deals 
with  farm  labor  brought  in  from  Mexico. 
We  must,  for  the  sake  of  our  national 
financial  stability,  bring  to  a  halt  wher¬ 
ever  possible  the  ever-increasing  de¬ 
mands  made  for  the  hundreds  of  similar 
agencies  in  our  Government. 

They  want  to  go  up  and  up  and  up — 
unseasonally  up — never  down. 

Yesterday  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Budget,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Smith],  did  a  good  job  in 
trying  to  take  out  of  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  appropriation  bill  certain  unneces¬ 
sary  sums.  They  were  successful  in  re¬ 
ducing  that  bill  to  the  extent  of  slightly 
more  than  $400,000.  Personally,  I  was 
glad  to  vote  for  all  of  the  amendments 
which  were  adopted. 

I  feel  certain  in  my  own  mind  that 
we  will  do  very  little  harm  to  any  of  our 
old  established  agencies  or  departments 
by  limiting  them  to  approximately  the 
appropriations  made  available  for  this 
present  fiscal  year.  I  hope  that  my 
amendment  to  effect  a  saving  of  $263,800 
will  be  accepted.  Remember  this  one 
little  item  goes  for  nothing  else  but  ex¬ 
cess  personnel.  You  people  want  to 
knock  out  a  few  bureaucrats.  There  are 
a  lot  of  good  bureaucrats,  but  if  you  want 
to  lessen  their  number,  please  accept  this 
amount. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  January  of  this  year 
the  Labor  Department  presented  some 
new  Mexican  housing  regulations.  They 
did  not  consult  with  Mr.  Fogarty  and  his 
committee  before  publishing  them.  They 
did  not  consult  with  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  which  passed  the  act  origi¬ 
nally  creating  the  Mexican  labor  pro¬ 
gram.  They  did  not  consult  with  the 
committee  that  was  set  up  by  them — the 
so-called  Users  Committee.  They  issued 
these  regulations  solely  and  exclusively  to 
get  more  personnel  on  the  payroll.  ’The 
issuance  was  timed  so  that  they  could 
subsequently  go  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  and  ask  for  more  funds. 
Farmei-s  swarmed  to  Washington  in  pro¬ 
test  from  over  a  wide  area  of  the  coun¬ 
try  asking  that  their  representatives 
help  them  obtain  modifications  of  the 
regulations.  I  want  to  show  you  what 
they  had  in  mind.  One  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  objections  to  the  regulations  had 
to  do  with  square-foot  space  minimum 


requirements.  Here  is  a  shotgun  house. 
You  have  16  feet  this  way  in  length, 
and  you  have  10  feet  in  width.  You  have 
160  square  feet  in  that  shotgun  house. 
Before  this  new  regulation  went  into 
effect,  25  square  feet  was  the  require¬ 
ment  for  one  man  to  be  housed.  In  this 
10  by  16  shotgun  house  that  is  about 
the  size  generally  of  tenant  houses  over 
the  country,  you  have  tliree  double- 
decker  beds.  Six  workers  have  been 
housed  there.  That  would  be  26  square 
feet  per  person.  Twenty-five  square 
feet  was  the  previous  minimum  where 
double  bunks  were  used  so  you  are  within 
the  ruling  of  the  Department.  Now  what 
have  they  done?  They  have  come  in 
with  a  new  regulation  requiring  34  square 
feet  for  1  man.  That  will  mean  that 
the  farmers  in  the  United  States  that 
use  this  labor  in  some  18  or  more  States 
will  have  to  increase  the  size  of  their 
houses  to  have  the  same  number  of  work¬ 
ers  working  for  them  in  the  future,  by 
33%  percent.  They  have  appealed  to 
you  to  do  something  to  help  them  so  that 
they  would  not  have  to  increase  the  size 
of  these  houses.  They  have  asked  us 
for  help.  We  have  appealed  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  in  the  most  humble 
terms. 

Thirty-four  Members  of  this  House 
signed  a  letter,  and  I  have  it  rigITt  here, 
asking  that  these  regulations  which 
would  cause  these  farmers  to  increase 
the  size  of  their  houses  be  eliminated  and 
other  features  be  made  more  reasonable. 
Do  you  think  they  complied  with  our 
request?  Oh,  no.  On  Monday  of  this 
week  these  housing  regulations  went  into 
effect.  Yes;  they  get  under  this  appro¬ 
priation  as  it  is,  and  it  was  cut  down  by 
the  Fogarty  committee  somewhat,  be¬ 
cause  they  asked  for  some  $500,000, 
$375,000  additional  for  new  fieldmen. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  would  strike  out 
the  35  additional  compliance  fieldmen 
to  be  used  largely  to  enforce  these  new 
regulations  on  housing.  They  asked  for 
48,  plus  1  clerical  helper. 

I  do  trust  that  you  will  see  fit  to  sup¬ 
port  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  on 
his  amendment.  This  would  give  the 
service  the  same  money  it  had  last  year 
plus  allowance  for  retirement  benefits. 

Here’s  a  letter  I  received  from  a  fanner 
in  my  district  about  these  regulations. 
I  include  it  in  its  entirety : 

Black  Oak,  Ark.,  January  25,  1957. 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington. 

Dear  Sir:  First,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
your  standing  invitation  to  hear  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  people.  I  hope  you  will  look  into 
this  situation  with  much  concern. 

We,  the  small  farmers  of  Arkansas,  are 
forced  to  use  Mexican  labor  because  we  can’t 
get  anyone  to  pick  our  cotton  and  can’t 
afford  mechanical  pickers. 

Each  year  it  has  been  harder  to  meet  the 
demands  of  the  committee  for  living  condi¬ 
tions  of  the  Mexican  laborers.  This  year 
the  requirements  axe  unreasonable  and  out¬ 
rageous.  ’The  farmers  themselves  aren’t 
even  accustomed  to  conditions  required  for 
them,  and  the  Mexicans  themselves  are  satis¬ 
fied  with  conditions  as  they  are  now. 

When  I  was  growing  up  everyone  took  a 
bath  in  the  living  room.  Now,  we  have  to 
have  a  special  room  for  them  to  bathe,  a 
screened  toilet,  separate  beds,  new  mattresses 
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and  covers,  cabinets,  and  the  list  goes  on 
and  on. 

I  am  asking  you  to  look  Into  It  and  see  who 
the  committee  is  and  why  they  are  setting 
these  standards.  Look  at  a  list  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  and  judge  for  yourself  if  it  is 
necessary  just  to  pick  cotton.  We  can't 
afford  these  ridiculous  requirements. 

We  need  your  help  badly. 

Sincerely, 

Marvin  Varlet. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized. 

(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr,  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
the  remarks  I  made  earlier  this  after¬ 
noon. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOIilFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  was  interested  in 
the  remarks  of  my  good  friend  and 
neighbor  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  GathingsI.  Do  I  understand  that 
at  the  present  time  there  is  a  regulation 
that  would  require  a  space  5V2  feet  by 
6  feet  or  5^/2  by  5  for  each  person  in  these 
houses? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Five  by  six  and 
three-quarters  feet. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  It  seems  to  me  that 
is  an  unusual  amount  of  space  for  a 
human  being  to  live  in.  I  think  the 
gentleman  has  stated  quite  a  point  here. 
Does  that  give  the  person  a  chance  to 
stand  up  or  sit  down  in  a  chair  or  lie 
down  on  a  bed? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  It  is  all  right  for  our 
friend  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Holifield]  to  talk  that  way,  but 
let  me  tell  you  something  about  what 
actually  happens.  Some  of  us  know 
something  about  that.  Many  of  these 
people  who  come  up  into  our  country  to 
work  dm-ing  the  summertime  never  had 
a  roof  over  them  at  all  until  they  came. 
They  have  lived  out  of  doors. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Why  not  take  the 
roof  off  if  it  bothers  them?  There 
should  be  some  accommodation. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Why  not  take  them 
out  of  the  rain  and  out  of  the  weather? 
Instead  of  that  they  never  had  anything 
to  live  under. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  admire  my  friend 
from  Minnesota  in  his  desire  for  econ¬ 
omy,  but  I  think  I  have  a  better  sugges¬ 
tion  to  make  for  him.  If  he  wants  real 
economy  let  him  listen  to  this.  When 
tins  program  was  started,  farmers  in 
different  sections  of  the  country  were 
urged  to  use  this  Mexican  farm  labor. 
In  order  to  get  the  program  into  opera¬ 
tion  we  had  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  Mexico.  The  gentleman  was  on 
the  committee  at  that  time  and  I  am  sure 


he  will  remember  that  in  order  to  get 
the  program  started  we  had  to  chai-ge 
the  farmer  $15  for  each  Mexican  he  im¬ 
ported.  We  set  up  a  revolving  fund  to 
get  the  program  started,  but  it  worked 
so  well  that  that  appropriation  was  paid 
off  and  quite  a  surplus  was  built  up. 
Then  the  amount  was  reduced  from  $15 
to  $7.  The  program  has  succeeded  to 
the  extent  that  today  we  are  spending 
$2,500,000  for  this  program  out  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  which  every  taxpayer  in  the 
country  is  called  upon  to  share,  yet  it 
helps  only  a  few  in  that  section  of  the 
country.  Now,  I  do  not  think  it  is  un¬ 
reasonable  for  us  or  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  expect  that  when  we  enter 
into  a  treaty  we  provide  them  with 
decent  housing  conditions  and  with 
decent  sanitary  conditions. 

The  reason  that  these  minimum  stand¬ 
ards  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
GathingsI  has  been  talking  about  have 
been  established  by  the  Department  of 
Labor  is  because  of  complaints  that  have 
been  coming  in  from  all  over  the  covmtry 
of  the  filth  that  these  Mexican  laborers 
have  been  living  in  on  some  of  these 
farms.  I  do  not  say  that  the  majority 
of  the  farmers  are  using  these  Mexican 
laborers  like  animals  or  housing  them 
like  animals,  but  there  are  a  number  of 
places  in  those  areas  where  this  type  of 
help  is  used  where  the  housing  facilities 
are  no  better  than  they  have  in  a  barn 
and  sometimes  they  are  worse  than  a 
barn.  That  is  the  reason  these  mini¬ 
mum  requirements  for  housing  of  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers  have  been  established  by 
the  Department  of  Labor. 

If  there  is  any  fault  to  find,  in  my 
opinion,  we  should  find  fault  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  for  having  delayed 
so  long  in  putting  into  effect  some  of 
these  minimum  standards  they  are  sug¬ 
gesting  now.  Any  fair-minded  farmer 
and  many  are  so  doing  I  know,  wants  to 
provide  better  shelter  for  a  man  he  is 
getting  at  cheap  wages  from  a  foreign 
country,  than  he  provides  for  his  hogs. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  too  much  to  ask  that 
these  minimum  requhements  be  met. 

But  that  is  getting  a  little  afield  from 
the  point  I  started  to  make.  The  point 
I  was  getting  at  is  this:  I  would  think 
you  could  save  a  lot  more  money  in  this 
pjogram  if  you  would  write  a  pi'oviso 
in  this  bill  that  the  farmers  pay  the  en¬ 
tire  cost.  The  farmers  now  are  paying 
in  this  program  about  $31/2  million  and 
we  are  paying  about  $2i/^  million  out  of 
the  Treasury.  If  you  would  write  into 
this  program  that  the  farmers  who  are 
using  this  cheap  labor  in  these  areas 
would  assume  the  cost,  then  we  would 
be  making  a  substantial  reduction  in  this 
bill  and  it  would  be  a  real  one. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentlefaian  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Let  us 
get  down  to  what  my  amendment  does. 
My  amendment  would  refuse  to  give  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  more  personnel 
than  it  had  in  this  particular  fiscal  year 
for  the  operation  of  this  particular  work. 
Why  should  we  give  them  more  personnel 
at  this  time? 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  is  because  those 
farmers  who  are  using  the  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  are  asking  that  more  of  these 
nationals  be  brought  into  this  country. 
This  year  these  farmers  have  asked  for 
a  15  percent  increase  in  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  be  used  on  their  farms.  We 
have  allowed  the  Department  in  this 
budget  a  4  percent  increase,  that  is  all, 
to  administer  the  program.  They 
started  out  with  less  than  200,000  na¬ 
tionals.  This  year  they  are  up  to  480,- 
000  Mexican  nationals  who  are  being 
brought  into  this  country.  Where  are 
you  going  to  stop?  I  do  not  know.  You 
are  not  going  to  stop  anywhere  unless 
you  put  a  ceiling  on  the  number  of  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  that  can  be  brought  in. 
But  if  you  want  real  economy  in  this 
program,  you  should  write  into  this  bill 
a  provision  to  the  effect  that  those  who 
take  advantage  of  this  cheap  labor  will 
assume  the  cost  of  the  program. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  been  a  member  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  subcommittee  for  some  time  and 
he  has  done  a  splendid  Job  throughout 
the  years,  but  I  think  sometimes  the 
gentleman  does  not  put  the  ceiling,  as  he 
called  it,  or  the  lid  that  he  should  place 
upon  the  personnel  of  some  of  these 
agencies.  That  is  all  I  am  trying  to  do 
here.  I  am  trying  to  tell  this  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  that  they  shall  not  have 
any  more  personnel  than  they  had  last 
year.  What  is  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  FCXIARTY.  I  am  trying  to  be 
veiT  realistic. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  trsdng  to  inject  across  the 
trail  a  red  herring  and  everything  of 
that  nature. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  When  you  have  in¬ 
creased  the  workload  by  15  percent,  that 
is  a  fact,  and  no  one  can  dispute  that. 
The  farmers  have  asked  for  a  15-percent 
increase  in  importation  of  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  work  on  their  farms  this  year, 
and  we  have  allowed  in  this  budget  a  4- 
percent  increase  for  administration. 
Now,  if  there  is  any  red  herring  in  that, 
you  tell  me  where  it  is.  If  you  are  going 
to  hold  the  number  of  employees  ad¬ 
ministering  this  program  to  the  1957 
level,  you  should  hold  the  number  of 
Mexican  laborers  to  be  imported  to  the 
1957  level  also. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has  just  this 
week  put  out  an  announcement  to  the 
effect  that  we  will  have  12  million  less 
acres  in  production  nationwide  than  we 
have  ever  had  since  the  close  of  World 
War  I  because  of  the  soil  bank.  Now, 
why  should  we  need  more  of  these  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers  to  come  into  this  country? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  know.  That 
rests  with  the  employers  of  this  tjipe  of 
cheap  labor.  They  tell  the  Department 
of  Labor  how  many  Mexicans  they  need, 
and  the  Department  enters  into  an 
agreement  with  Mexico,  an  international 
agreement,  and  we  have  to  live  up  to 
that  agreement.  We  are  paying  to  the 
tune  now  of  over  $2  million  to  support 
a  program  that  only  helps  a  few  sec¬ 
tions  of  our  country,  and  every  taxpayer 
of  the  country  is  being  called  upon  to 
assume  that  load.  Now,  if  you  want  real 
economy  in  this  bill,  you  ought  to  change 
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the  law  and  let  those  who  are  using  the 
labor  assume  the  responsibility  of  pay¬ 
ing  for  the  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  opposed  this  measure  when  it 
was  first  enacted  into  law,  but  since  it 
is  enacted  into  law,  I  am  going  to  de¬ 
fend  the  necessary  amount  to  admin¬ 
ister  the  law.  That  is  all  I  am  doing 
now. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  COLMER.  The  gentleman,  as 
usual,  is  most  fair  and  does  a  splendid 
job  in  handling  this  bill.  I  was  very 
much  impressed  by  your  statement  here. 
I  wonder  if  the  gentleman — and  he  is 
very  realistic  about  it — would  be  pre¬ 
pared,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
to  offer  such  an  amendment  to  require 
those  who  use  this  labor  to  bear  the  full 
burden  of  it.  I  think  they  ought  to. 
They  use  a  lot  of  it  in  my  section.  If 
the  gentleman  would  offer  such  an 
amendment,  I  would  be  glad  to  go  along 
with  him. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  think  it 
should  be  my  responsibility.  I  am  in 
the  position  now  of  supporting  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  that  is  what  I  am  doing  up 
here  now.  But,  I  would  not  oppose  such 
a  recommendation.  I  think  that  recom¬ 
mendation  ought  to  come  from  some  of 
you  people  who  have  been  talking  so 
much  about  economy  this  afternoon. 
That  is  a  real  good  place  for  the  econ¬ 
omy  block  to  start  working,  and  I  think 
it  would  meet  with  unanimous  approval 
all  over  the  country. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY,  1  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  was  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  what  the  gentleman  said.  The 
gentleman  mentioned  a  figure  of  490,000 
people,  but  presently  that  runs  into  the 
hundreds  of  thousands.  I  would  like  to 
ask  how  many  inspectors  does  the  De¬ 
partment  presently  have  to  police  this 
program  which  involves,  I  might  say,  ex¬ 
tensive  regulations  under  the  law.  How 
many  inspectors  do  they  have? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  know  ex¬ 
actly  how  many  inspectors  they  have 
at  this  time.  But  I  do  know  that  they 
will  not  have  as  many  next  year  if  this 
amendment  passes  because  they  will  have 
to  cut  down  in  order  to  take  care  of 
the  increased  contracting  of  workers. 
But,  in  any  case,  it  is  going  to  be  ex¬ 
pected  that  no  laborers  be  contracted  to 
any  grower  who  does  not  comply  fully 
with  the  minimum  housing,  wage,  and 
other  standards. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  They  have  only  about 
10  inspectors  to  police  this  whole  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  have  ex¬ 
pended  a  great  deal  of  money  on  the 
so-called  wetback  problem,  and  they  tell 
me  they  have  done  a  pretty  good  job  and 
have  eliminated  much  of  that  problem. 
But,  that  is  a  problem  of  the  Immigra¬ 
tion 'and  Naturalization  Service. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  think  the  gentleman 
has  made  a  very  good  case  for  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  the  entire  amount  of  $2.5  mil¬ 
lion  in  this  bill  for  this  Mexican  labor. 
Now,  the  gentleman  says  we  should  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  to  do  certain 
things.  Well,  of  course,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  said,  that  would 
be  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 
The  gentleman  knows  that  I  have  been 
very  dubious  about  this  whole  program. 
Years  before  we  entered  into  this  treaty 
the  farmers  of  the  United  States  of 
America  got  plenty  of  help  from  Mexico. 
They  went  down  there  and  recruited 
their  help,  brought  it  back  up  here,  and 
sent  it  back  when  they  were  through. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has , 
expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  amendment 
which  I  am  going  to  read.  I  do  not  have 
any  pride  of  authorship;  maybe  some¬ 
body  else  can  do  a  better  job.  I  am  not 
going  to  offer  it  now,  because  it  would 
not  be  an  amendment  to  the  amendment 
that  is  before  us.  But  it  is  as  follows ; 

On  page  9,  line  15,  Insert  Provided,  That 
hereafter  each  farmer  who  receives  Mexican 
labor  for  farm  work  shall  pay  to  the  United 
States  the  sum  of  $12  lor  each  man  he  re¬ 
ceives  each  year. 

That  is  about  as  close  as  I  could  figure 
it,  to  what  would  be  required  to  make  the 
United  States  Treasury  whole.  It  may 
not  be  exactly  right  and  it  may  be  some¬ 
body  can  do  better  with  it.  But  I  think 
somebody  ought  to  offer  that  kind  of  an 
amendment  and  it  ought  to  be  approved. 

That  is  all  I  have  to  say  at  this  time. 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  as  a  substitute  to  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Coad  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
H.  Carl  Andersen:  Page  9,  line  15,  strike  out 
••$2,500,000.” 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
we  have  almost  unanimous  agreement 
here  on  the  basic  realization  of  the  fact 
that  the  taxpayers  should  not  pay  for 
the  importation  of  labor  which  is  almost 
serfdom  and  slave  labor  in  the  begin¬ 
ning. 

In  the  second  place,  it  is  not  conceiv¬ 
able  to  stretch  the  imagination  to  the 
extent  of  believing  that  all  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States  benefit  by  this  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  importation  of  Mexican  la¬ 
bor  into  the  United  States.  I  am  cer¬ 
tain,  so  far  as  I  can  tell,  that  labor  it¬ 
self  does  not  welcome  this  kind  of  im¬ 
ported  labor  in  competition  with  that 
which  we  have  already  established 
amongst  our  people  in  the  United  States. 

Thirdly,  it  is  obvious,  as  you  go  out 
into  the  rural  areas  of  these  United 
States  that  people  by  droves  have  gone 
from  the  farms  and  ranches  into  the 
towns  looking  for  employment.  I  have 
been  receiving  letters  constantly  from 
my  constituency  concerning  people  from 
the  farms  in  my  district  who  have  gone 


into  town  in  competition  with  the  labor 
market  which  already  has  been  estab¬ 
lished  there. 

If  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  import  labor,  then  we  by  that 
means  disrupt  further  the  labor  market 
we  have  already  established.  We  would 
then  have  more  of  a  farm  labor  problem 
than  we  ever  had  in  the  beginning.  I 
trust  that  there  will  be  support  for  this 
amendment  to  strike  out  the  entire  item 
of  appropriation. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COAD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  say  that  I  am  going  to  support  the 
gentleman’s  substitute  because  I  feel 
that  the  time  has  come  when  we  have  to 
get  away  from  some  of  these  deals  that 
are  costing  the  Federal  Government  so 
much  money.  Certainly  this  is  a  place 
where  we  can  do  it  and  we  would  not  be 
hurting  anyone  but  helping  a  great  many 
people  in  the  United  States  who  need  to 
work. 

(Mr.  COAD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suppose  it  is  not  gen¬ 
erally  understood  that  this  problem  of 
Mexican  labor  is  of  interest  to  a  State  as 
far  north  as  Minnesota,  but  it  is  of  tre¬ 
mendous  interest  to  my  district  particu¬ 
larly  and  I  think  to  southern  Minnesota 
in  general  because  for  a  number  of  years 
the  great  pea  and  corn  canning  indus¬ 
tries  of  Minnesota  have  had  to  depend 
largely  on  this  type  of  labor  coming  from 
either  Jamaica  or  Mexico. 

I  am  perfectly  familiar  with  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  those  men.  They  ai'e  paid  the 
going  wages.  There  is  talk  abbut  cheap 
labor,  but  they  are  paid  the  going  wages 
evei-ybody  else  is  paid. 

Why  are  they  needed?  They  are 
needed  because  local  American  labor 
does  not  want  to  do  the  type  of  work 
that  is  necessary  to  be  done.  I  suppose 
it  is  true  in  California,  in  Indiana,  and 
in  other  parts  of  the  country  that  you 
have  to  depend  on  this  type  of  labor.  It 
has  to  be  imported.  The  men  are 
treated  excellently.  The  firms  who  hire 
these  people  give  them  the  best  kind  of 
care  and  food  and  every  attention  they 
would  give  any  other  type  of  labor. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Mnnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  am  happy  that  the 
gentleman  has  referred  to  the  State  of 
Indiana,  for  two  reasons :  First  of  all,  we, 
too,  produce  some  of  the  very  best  to¬ 
matoes  and  the  best  tomato  juice.  I 
think  the  Members  of  the  House  can 
attest  to  that  fact.  In  that  area  we 
have  stoop  labor.  We  cannot  get  help 
from  the  factory,  the  farm,  or  the  cities 
to  do  that  kind  of  labor. 

I  compliment  the  gentleman  on  his 
stand  on  this  subject.  In  our  area 
Mexicans  and  Jamaicans  and  others 
have  been  coming  in.  I  think  it  is  proper 
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we  should  keep  them.  Last  year,  with 
the  support  of  the  farm  and  labor  organ¬ 
izations,  I  introduced  a  migratory  farm 
labor  bill,  and  I  call  to  the  attention  of 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty  1  that  we  need  additional  money 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Is  it  not 
a  fact  that  in  Minnesota  as  in  California 
the  farmers  would  prefer  to  have  domes¬ 
tic,  local  labor  rather  than  this  imported 
labor? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Of  course 
they  would. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Is  it  not 
a  fact  this  labor  costs  more  to  the  farmer 
than  domestic  labor  does? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  right,  because  they  have  to  pay 
the  transportation  and  other  expenses. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  They 
have  to  get  a  certificate  that  no  domestic 
labor  is  available,  they  have  to  pay  the 
going  rate  plus  transportation  to  and 
from  Mexico,  and  they  have  to  pay  in¬ 
surance  and  other  charges. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  The  rea¬ 
son  they  have  to  get  this  labor  is  that 
domestic  labor  is  not  available.  They 
cannot  get  it. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  at  the  request 
of  Ml'.  H.  Carl  Andersen,  Mr.  O’Hara  of 
Minnesota  was  permitted  to  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  O’Hara]  is 
absolutely  correct  in  what  he  has  to  say 
as  to  the  need  for  this  program.  The 
average  farmer  or  laboring  man  up  our 
way  would  never  consent  to  going  into 
the  fields,  such  as  the  gentleman  has, 
and  do  this  stoop  labor. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Conse¬ 
quently,  I  am  opposed  to  the  substitute 
for  my  amendment.  All  I  am  seeking 
to  do  is  cut  down  the  agency  require¬ 
ments  here  to  a  level  consistent  with 
what  they  had  in  fiscal  1957,  with  which 
they  handled  this  program.  Does  not 
the  gentleman  feel  they  should  be  able 
to  do  a  satisfactory  job  with  the  per¬ 
sonnel  and  with  the  $2,100,000  they  had 
available  in  fiscal  1957? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  think 
they  can  carry  out  the  program  with  the 
present  personnel  they  have. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  gentleman  on  the  position 
he  has  taken  here.  In  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  together  with  about  17  other 
States,  we  raise  sugar  beets.  It  is 
impossible  to  get  local  people  or  any 
people  in  the  United  States  to  per¬ 
form  that  type  of  stoop  labor.  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  that  this 
has  done  the  people  of  the  country  a 
great  deal  of  good.  We  had  this  legis¬ 
lation  up  for  discussion  a  year  ago,  and 
it  was  predicted  it  was  going  to  hurt  the 


consumer.  "What  is  tlie  fact  today?  The 
world  market  for  sugar  is  $1  higher  than 
the  market  here  in  the  United  States.  It 
is  important  that  we  preserve  our  in¬ 
dustry.  They  have  to  have  this  labor. 
I  am  for  economy,  if  it  is  necessary,  and 
if  it  is  proper,  as  it  seems  to  me  it  is  and 
I  would  support  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  to  pay  for  it  if  we  need  it. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FISHER.  I  would  like  to  clarify 
this  situation  a  little  bit  because  I  de¬ 
tect  some  confusion  here.  An  amend¬ 
ment  was  offered  to  strike  out  the  $2,- 
500,000  which  is  salaries  and  expenses  for 
carrying  on  this  program.  It  has  been 
pointed  out  by  the  very  able  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  that  the 
people  who  use  this  labor  now  pay  $7 
for  each  1  of  them.  It  was  formerly 
$12  and  it  is  now  $7.  It  is  also  pointed 
out  that  they  anticipate  $490,000  of  that 
will  be  used  during  the  next  year.  At  $7 
each  that  will  run  well  over  the  $2,500,- 
000.  So,  according  to  that,  the  thing  is 
self-supporting  and  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  would 
actually  deprive  the  Treasury  of  some 
money. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Personally,  I  represent 
a  district  along  the  Mexican  border  and 
we  make  some  use  of  these  nationals.  So 
far  as  I  know  the  employers  would  be 
pleased  to  pay  $12.  Of  course,  that  would 
be  a  matter  for  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  to  determine.  I  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  if  he  wants  to  do 
something  constructive  on  this,  that  he 
introduce  a  bill  and  go  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  to  amend  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Labor  Act  and  increase  it  from  $7  to 
$14  or  $12  or  whatever  it  is. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  C(X)LEY.  That  is  already  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  law-  The  only  reason 
they  reduced  the  fees  was  because  of  the 
fact  that  they  were  accumulating  a  profit 
and  it  was  never  intended  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  make  a  profit  on 
this. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Of  course  not.  So  actu¬ 
ally  this  is  a  self-supporting  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Now  they  have  in¬ 
creased  the  fees  so  as  to  make  it  self- 
supporting. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Now  getting  back  to  the 
original  proposition  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen], 
I  subscribe  to  his  amendment  which  I 
think  is  sound  because  they  are  asking 
for  some  additional  employees  with  par¬ 
ticular  reference  to  this  housing  thing 
which,  if  examined  carefully,  will  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  sound.  I  think  they  have  the 
employees.  I  think  they  have  about  60 
of  them  to  do  fhat  or  more  than  40,  I 
know. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chainnan, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  would  like  to  get 
something  clear  in  my  own  mind  before 


I  vote  on  the  amendment.  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  the  figures,  as  they  come  to  us 
from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
is  actually  a  self-supporting  figure, 
therefore,  there  is  actually  no  reduction 
here  and  no  weight  upon  the  taxpayer? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  am  not 
sure  about  that,  I  will  say  to  my  col¬ 
league. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Can  I  ask  the 
chairman  of- the  committee  whether  he 
would  answer  that  question?  Is  it  not 
true  that  this  $7  now  being  paid  will 
actually  carry  the  amount  recommended 
by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
that,  therefore,  this  reduction  is  no  relief 
and  actually  no  relief  to  the  taxpayers 
and  all  it  does  is  to  penalize  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  doing  the  job  properly  of  en¬ 
forcing  an  international  agreement  made 
between  Mexico  and  the  United  States? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  correct.  If 
they  are  thinking  of  using  490,000  work¬ 
ers,  as  they  anticipate  in  1958,  you  are 
absolutely  right. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  So  the  money  is 
actually  coming  from  the  farmers  them¬ 
selves,  and  what  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  has  proposed  is  not  in  any 
way  a  saving  to  the  taxpayer. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Certainly 
this  money  is  a  direct  appropriation  and 
sm-ely  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Roosevelt]  will  not  say  that  it  is 
a  crime  to  try  to  save  the  taxpayers  a  few 
dollars.  The  money  that  does  come  in 
from  the  program  does  go  into  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  but  that  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
squander  it  all  on  bureaucrats  here  and 
scatter  it  all  the  way  over  the  State  of 
California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Bureaucrats  are 
not  limited  to  the  State  of  California. 

May  I  say  in  answer  to  that,  this  is  an 
agreement  between  Mexico  and  the 
United  States,  and  if  we  do  not  enforce 
it  we  are  doing  a  great  deal  to  ruin  the 
so-called  good  neighbor  policy  between 
the  two  countries. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  would  just  like  to  say 
that  these  490,000  Mexicans  they  are 
bringing  in  for  temporary  work  are  all 
exempt  from  our  income  tax  laws.  The 
men  who  employ  them  pay  nothing  into 
the  social  security  tax  at  all.  I  am  of  the 
opinion  it  would  be  wise  to  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen] 
and  strike  out  the  whole  program. 

Mr.  DENTON.  That  goes  to  pay  a 
part  of  the  expeirse,  but  this  million 

comes  out  of  the  Treasury,  that  is  to 
supervise  this  program.  It  seems  to  me 
there  is  no  reason  why  all  the  people  of 
the  United  States  should  pay  for  the 
supervising  of  this  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  O’Hara] 
has  expired.  y 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
proceed  for  1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  is  the  gentleman  going  to 
speak  or  is  he  going  to  yield  some  more? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  speak  myself  this  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN,  I  'ft^ithdraw  the  res¬ 
ervation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  would 
say  in  conclusion  of  this  colloquy  that 
has  taken  place,  it  is  obvious  that  this  is 
an  important  program.  I  would  dislike  ( 
to  see  the  House  strike  out  this  entire 
program.  I  am  as  economy-minded  as 
anybody  in  this  House.  But  I  think  it 
would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  strike  out 
this  entire  program.  I  do  concur  with 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H. 
Carl  Andersen],  who  is  offering  the 
amendment,  which  I  support  and  I  shall 
support  it  on  a  vote,  but  I  certainly  shall 
oppose  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  to  strike  out  all 
of  this  appropriation,  because  this  is  a 
highly  necessary  program.  It  is  highly 
necessary  that  it  be  supeiwised  by  the 
Government  in  the  interest  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  four  words. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  members  of  the 
committee  that  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  and  I  have 
agreed  that  after  the  amendments  re¬ 
lating  to  this  paragraph  are  disposed  of 
the  Committee  will  rise  tonight.  The 
sooner  we  get  through  with  this  the 
sooner  we  will  rise. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen]  which  I  send  to 
the  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  oflfered  by  Mr.  Coiaier  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen  : 
At  the  end  of  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
H.  Carl  Andersen  insert  “Provided,  That  the 
full  amount  provided  herein  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  to  the  Treasury  through  payments  by 
farmers  using  such  labor  on  a  pro  rata  basis.” 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  this  is  leg¬ 
islation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  would  reserve  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  GA’THINGS.  I  will  reserve  it  but 
I  would  like  to  have  it  ruled  on  later. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Certainly.  That  is 
what  I  meant. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  reserves  the  point  of  or¬ 
der  against  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Let  me  say  this :  I  of¬ 
fered  this  amendment  in  good  faith,  as 
a  result  of  the  colloquy  that  ensued  a 
moment  ago  and  the  statement  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

I  believe  in  practicing  what  you 
preach.  I  am  one  of  those  who  is  very 
much  of  the  economy  mind.  I  am  not  a 
new  convert  to  this  subject.  If  the  peo¬ 
ple  want  to  use  this  labor  why  should 
the  Federal  Government  be  required  to 


pay  for  their  use?  In  the  final  analysis 
it  is  a  subsidy. 

Quite  a  bit  of  this  labor  is  used  in  my 
State,  but  I  repeat  I  believe  in  practicing 
what  I  preach.  If  we  are  going  to  re¬ 
trench  and  economize  we  are  going  to 
have  to  go  down  the  line  and  not  only 
economize  and  retrench  upon  those 
items  that  do  not  affect  us,  but  if  we 
are  going  to  cut  we  are  going  to  have  to 
cut  where  it  hurts  sometimes. 

This  Government  owes  approximately 
$276  billion  in  debt.  If  v/e  started  right 
now  to  retire  that  debt  at  the  rate  of  $5 
billion  a  year,  there  would  not  be  many 
of  us  around  when  we  got  through  pay¬ 
ing  it  off,  yet  we  continue  to  operate  on 
deficit  spending  or  at  least  failing  to 
do  anything  about  reducing  it. 

I  do  not  like  to  bore  you  with  these 
elementary  facts,  but  does  it  not  alarm 
you,  as  it  does  your  taxpayers  at  home, 
that  it  is  costing  more  to  service  the 
national  debt  than  it  cost  to  operate  the 
whole  Federal  Government  a  quarter  of 
a  century  ago?  Somewhere  down  the 
line  we  have  got  to  make  a  stand,  and  I 
offer  this  amendment  in  good  faith.  I 
hope  it  will  be  adopted  and  that  the 
point  of  order  will  not  prevail. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  If  it  were 
possible  to  vote  for  this  amendment  at 
this  time  without  a  point  of  order  being 
raised  against  it  I  would  support  the 
amendment  to  my  amendment.  I  think 
it  is  a  good  one. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  For  the  sake  of  the 
record  on  the  question  of  who  is  now 
supporting  this  amendment  I  would  like 
to  point  out  that  when  this  amendment 
was  offered  to  this  legislation  when  it  was 
considered  by  the  House  the  best  we 
could  get  was  62  votes  for  it. 

Mr.  COLMER.  The  gentleman  means 
this  particular  amendment  w^  offered? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Yes. 

Mr.  COLMER.  'The  gentleman’s  recol¬ 
lection  I  am  sure  is  con-ect.  I  have  no 
particular  recollection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  want  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  COLMER.  No.  I  offered  it  in  good 
faith  and  I  stand  on  that  statement. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  To  what  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  amendment  strik¬ 
ing  out  $2,500,000. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
most  of  the  Members  will  remember  the 
tragedy  that  happened  on  the  fioor  of 
this  House  on  one  occasion  when  we  were 
discussing  this  controversial  problem. 
On  that  occasion  several  Members  of 
this  House  came  very  near  losing  their 


lives.  Several  were  seriously  injured. 
I  hope  nothing  like  that  will  happen 
while  I  am  talking  about  this  amend¬ 
ment  today. 

I  think  most  of  the  Members  will  also 
remember  that  while  I  have  supported 
this  Mexican  labor  program  I  have  had 
some  very  serious  misgivings  about  it, 
but  I  feel  now  that  since  we  have  a 
treaty  with  Mexico  we  have  no  alterna¬ 
tive  other  than  to  keep  faith  with  that 
treaty.  In  addition  to  that,  the  farmers 
of  the  Nation  are  counting  on  this  Mex¬ 
ican  labor.  If  the  labor  is  not  permitted 
to  come  in  legally  you  may  be  sure  that 
the  laborers  will  be  brought  in  illegally. 
In  the  first  place,  I  prefer  to  have  the 
farm  labor  of  this  country  performed  by 
American  workers,  but,  actually,  the 
stoop  labor  that  is  performed  by  these 
Mexican  nationals  is  a  type  of  labor  that 
the  American  worker  does  not  seem  to  be 
interested  in. 

The  cost  of  transportation,  subsistance, 
and  maintenance  is  paid  for  by  the  em¬ 
ployer  and  we  fixed  this  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  in  our  committee.  I  believe  we  fixed 
a  limit  of  $15  per  person.  For  a  while 
that  fee  was  charged  and  a  surplus  was 
accumulated  in  the  fund.  Then  the  fee 
was  reduced  gradually  until  the  fee  went 
down  to  $3  and  $1,  $3  for  the  original 
contract  of  employment  and  $1  for  re¬ 
employment.  They  have  increased  those 
fees  back  to  $4  and  $7.  I  suppose  that 
the  people  in  the  Department  who  fix 
the  amount  of  the  fee  fix  it  with  the 
idea  of  making  the  program,  or  at  least 
that  part  of  it,  self-supporting. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Does  the  department 
have  the  authority  to  place  these  fees 
wherever  they  see  fit  up  to  a  certain 
amount?  In  other  words,  is  there  any 
limit? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  I  have  not  seen  this  law  in  a  long 
time,  but  my  recollection  is  we  fixed  a 
ceiling  and  left  it  in  the  discretion  of  the 
department  to  fix  the  fees  under  the 
ceiling  of  $15. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  If  that  is  the  case,  then 
it  appeal’s  to  me  that  language  could  be 
written  in  this  bill  without  having  a 
point  of  order  made  against  it  which 
would  provide  that  the  fee  shall  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  pay  the  administrative  costs. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  does  bear  the  administrative  costs. 
You  will  recall  that  these  laborers  per¬ 
formed  some  very  essential  work  during 
the  time  of  the  war  when  we  were  in  an 
emergency. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  All  right.  Let  me  say 
this:  I  think  the  sense  of  the  Members 
of  the  House  is  that  this  project  should 
be  self-supporting.  Could  not  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  inform  the  department  that  han¬ 
dles  this  project  that  it  place  these  fees 
on  a  basis  where  the  program  will  be 
self -supporting  ? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  doubt  if  that  would 
be  compatible  with  either  the  letter  or 
the  spirit  of  the  basic  legislation.  I  will 
.say  to  the  gentleman  and  also  the  gen- 
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tleman  from  Iowa  who  offered  the 
amendment  that  the  matter  will  receive 
the  attention  of  our  committee.  I  am 
inclined  to  say  now  that  I  would  be  in 
favor  of  making  this  program  self-sup¬ 
porting  in  its  entirety.  The  gentleman 
fi'om  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings]  is  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  that  handles 
the  legislation.  He  is  here  and  I  know 
he  is  interested  in  the  program. 

I  want  to  say  before  you  vote  on  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  please  do  not 
knock  out  the  $2y2  million  and  wreck 
this  program,  and,  at  the  same  time 
break  faith  with  this  treaty  with  Mex¬ 
ico.  That  is  all  the  interest  I  have.  I 
will  go  further  and  say  I  will  try  to  have 
the  committee  to  consider  immediately 
the  advisability  of  making  the  program 
self-supporting  in  the  future. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  We  make  the  farmer 
pay  $15  now,  which  covers  certain  ex¬ 
penses,  such  as  transportation  and 
things  like  that.  But  this  $214  million 
does  not  come  from  the  revolving  fund, 
it  comes  from  the  Treasuiy  and  covers 
the  supervisory  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And,  I  say  if  it  is  wrong 
then  we  should  change  it,  we  should 
change  it  in  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  rather  than  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  know  from  first-hand 
that  this  labor  program  is  most  impor¬ 
tant  to  Texas  and  many  other  areas,  and 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  for  permitting  me  to  record  my  op¬ 
position  to  the  proposed  amendment  by 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  so,  and  I  hope 
the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

[Mr.  LONG  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H. 
Carl  Andersen], 

The  substitute  to  the  amendment  was 
rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fogarty) 
there  were — ayes  104,  noes  30. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


NATIONAL  SUNDAY  SCHOOL  V7EEK 

(Mr.  JUDD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute.) 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  call 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  fact 
^hat  the  Laymen’s  National  Committee, 
lich  is  an  organization  of  all  faiths 
an1i  dedicated  to  the  furtherance  of  re- 
ligi^in  man’s  everyday  life,  will  sponsor 
the  13to  annual  National  Sunday  School 
Week  Xpril  8  through  14.  The  official 
theme  ror  this  year’s  observance  is 
“Sunday  ^chool:  Source  of  Spiritual 
Strength.’’ Njt  is  hoped  that  this  theme 
will  be  wid^  stressed  by  all  avenues 
of  communica^pn  in  order  to  emphasize 
to  the  whole  cotmtry  the  importance  of 
early  religious  tmining  for  our  young 
people — the  same  young  people  who  will 
become  the  leaders  ^  the  Nation  and  to 
a  considerable  extent\)f  the  world. 


HOPKINTON-EVERETTS.  RESERVOIR 
PROJECT,  MERRIMAISJK  RIVER 
BASIN 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachus^ts  aske 
and  was  given  permission  to  adless  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  ^chex-' 
tend  her  remarks  and  include  a  but  in¬ 
troduced  by  her.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusett 
Speaker,  I  have  this  afternoo^  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  which  authorizes  me  appro¬ 
priation  of  $800,000  for  the important 
work  of  the  construction  of  the  Hopkin- 
ton-Eyerett  Dam  in  New  Ifempshire  in 
order  to  prevent  floods  m  the  Merri¬ 
mack  Valley.  The  able  IV^mber  of  Con¬ 
gress  [Mr.  Merrow  of  l^w  Hampshire] 
introduced  a  companion  bill.  It  is  an 
extremely  important  measure  to  us  in 
the  Merrimack  Valle^  I  hope  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  and  the  Hon^  will  help  secure  the 
passage  of  this  mil.  The  very  distin¬ 
guished  chairmaia  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  the  ^ntleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Cannon]  jfas  promised  us  a  hearing 
on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Spea^r,  the  bill  to  which  I  have 
referred  is  ss  follows : 

A  bill  to  appropriate  $800,000  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Hopkinton-Everett  Res¬ 
ervoir  /project  in  the  Merrimack  River 
Easily 

Be  ic  enacted,  etc.,  That  there  is  hereby 
apprwriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury/hot  otherwise  appropriated,  the  sum 
of  /SOO.OOO  to  be  expended  by  the  Chief  of 
EB^gineers  under  the  direction  and  super- 
islon  of  the  Secreteiry  of  the  Army  to 
Construct  the  Hopkinton-Everett  Reservoir 
^project  in  the  Merrimack  River  Basin,  as 
heretofore  authorized  by  law. 


THE  SMALL-BUSINESS  MAN  OF  THE 
NATION  IS  IN  NEED  OF  IMMEDIA'l 
TAX  RELIEF 

(Mr.  VAN  ZANDT  asked  and  was  giyfen 
permission  to  address  the  Hoi^e  fdr  I 
minute  and  to  revise  amd  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
March  6,  1957,  in  an  effort  to  small 
business,  I  introduced  H.  R.  5w4,  a  bill 
to  establish  corporate  incomy  tax  rates 
[at  22  percent  normal  tax  any  30  percent 
surtax. 

This  bill,  which  was  int»6duced  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  small^business  men 
of  my  congressional  distmct,  amends  sec¬ 
tion  n  of  the  1954  mternal  Revenue 
Code  and  lowers  the  ^rmal  tax  rate  on 
all  taxable  corpora^  income  from  30 
percent  to  22  percent  and  increases  the 
surtax  rate  from  2y  percent  to  30  percent 
on  taxable  incomy  in  excess  of  $25,000. 

If  the  provisi(^  of  H.  R.  5704  are  en¬ 
acted  into  laWj^he  change  would  apply 
only  to  taxable  years  starting  after  De¬ 
cember  31,  1to6. 

Mr.  Speafer,  H.  R.  5704  is  identical  to 
several  biUs  introduced  in  the  Senate 
and  Hou;^  of  Representatives  and  is  in 
keeping  ^ith  the  general  desire  on  the 
part  of^any  Members  of  Congress  who 
have  medged  themselves  to  secure  tax 
relieMor  the  little-business  men  and  who 
are  determined  to  redeem  that  pledge. 
Contrary  to  the  general  impression  of 
4,280,000  business  concerns  in  the 
mited  States,  as  of  January  1, 1957,  only 
100,000  of  this  number  can  be  considered 
as  big  business,  which  means  that  4,080,- 
000  or  95  percent  of  all  business  concerns 
in  the  United  States  are  classified  as 
small  business. 

According  to  available  statistics,  the 
national  income  for  the  calendar  year 
1956  of  all  small  business  concerns  in 
the  United  States  totaled  nearly  $20 
billion  and  represents  between  40  and 
50  percent  of  the  total  dollar  business 
)f  all  manufacturing,  wholesaling,  re- 
tVling  and  service  firms  in  the  United 
S^es. 

Pwm  the  standpoint  of  employment, 
the  N^ion’s  business  concerns  employed 
38,390,0<W,  with  17  million  of  this  num¬ 
ber  beingt  employed  by  big  business  with 
500  or  mote  employees  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  21,500^0  by  small  business  con¬ 
cerns  with  1^  than  500  employees. 

As  I  have  already  mentioned,  95  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  l^siness  concerns  in  the 
United  States  ar^lassified  as  small  busi¬ 
ness,  employing  le^than  500  pei-sons. 

This  is  especiallX  true  in  my  home 
State  of  Pennsylvani^iWhere  of  the  255,- 
000  business  concernsVonly  13,000  are 
classified  as  big  busine^  with  the  re¬ 
maining  242,000  in  the  \nall  business 
categoiT. 

Mr.  Speaker,  legislation  siMi  as  H.  R. 
5704  providing  tax  relief  to  ^all  busi¬ 
ness  concerns  in  the  United  atetes  is 
desperately  needed  if  small  business 
firms  are  not  only  to  exist  but  to^row 
and  modernize  in  keeping  with  the\ja- 
tion’s  expanding  economy. 

One  of  the  real  threats  to  the  economj 
of  our  Nation  at  the  present  time  is  the^ 
inability  of  small  business  concerns  to 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  poultry  inspection  bill.  Senate  passed 
omnibus  public  works  bill.  House  ^bated  Labor-dJEW  appropriation  bill.  House - 
Rules  Committee  cleared  military  lar^ withdrawals  bill.  Rep.  Schwengel  criticized 
delay  in  action  on  corn  bill.  Sens,  Douglas  ^d  Curtis  Introduced  and  Sen.  Douglas 
discussed  bill  to  provide  alcohol  butad^ne/research  program.  Sen.  Aiken  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  bill  to  authorize  darr^  cooperatives  to  bargain  with  purchasers 
singly  or  in  groups.  Rep.  Goad  proposed/an^  discussed  measure  to  investigate 
manner  in  which  CCC  sells  certain  commo/ 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  C^tinued  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill 
for  1958  (pp.  413®-67,  4169,  A2535) .  Agreed,  83  to  82,  to  an  amendment  by 
Rep.  Jonas  to  reduce  the  funds  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  from 
$9,300,000  to  $7,973,000, (pp.  4156-67). 

Rep.  Rhodes  spoke /in  favor  of  legislation  to  requl 

/hi 


:e "the  President  to 

submit  in  his  budget  figure  to/*u%ed  to  pay  on  the  publHc  debt,  pp.  4174-75 
Rep.  Fascell  urged  that  the  budget  be  cut,  and  inser^d  a  letter  and 
newspaper  article  /m  the  subject,  pp.  4193-97 

2.  FORESTRY.  The  RiiUes  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  considWation  of  H.R, 

5538,  to  prov^e  that  withdrawals,  reservations,  or  restrictionsS^f  more  than 
5,000  acres  Af  public  lands  of  the  U.  S.  shall  not  become  effective  until 
approved  by  Congress  (H.  Rept.  287).  pp,  4168,  4198 

3.  FARM  PROjg^lAM.  Rep.  Schwengel  criticized  the  delay  in  passage  of  corn  l^gis- 

latiojZ^ and  stated  that  he  had  decided  to  state  the  "facts  about  this  con 
vergy  as  I  see  them,"  pp.  4169-70 


4.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  a  report  on  the  ad- 
i^iinistration  of  Federal  disaster  relief  as  required  under  Public  Law  875,  81st 
Congress  (H.  Doc,  142).  pp.  4053,  4136 


5. 


ITION.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  4090,  to  extend  the 
p\esent  corporate  income  and  certain  excise  tax  rates  for  15  months, 
is  nov/  ready  for  the  President,  pp.  4136-7 


hi 


6.  F0REIGI\ TRADE.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
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H.R.  41^6,  to  extend  the  period  within  which  the  Export-Import  Bank/bf 
Washington  may  make  loans  (H.  Rept.  286).  pp.  4167-68 


7.  FOREIGN  AID. \  Rep.  Header  inserted  his  Reader's  Digest  article,  ^Our  Foreign- 
Aid  Program  •\a  Bureaucratic  Nightmare,"  and  copies  of  a  number  of  letters 
he  had  receive^  concerning  the  article,  pp.  4182-90 
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8.  FOOD  SUPPLY.  Receive)!  a  proposed  bill  from  the  Presider^  of  the  Board  of 
Commissioners,  District  of  Columbia,  to  amend  the  District  of  Columbia 
Public  School  Food  Services  Act;  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Committee. 

pp. 


9.  TRANSPORTATION.  Received  a  N-  D.  Legislature  resolution  opposing  passage  of 

the  bill  to  repeal  the  long-and- short-haul  clause  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  J 
Act,  in  the  interests  of  prev^ting  lower  ratf«  for  long  hauls  than  for  short 
ones.  p.  4054 


10. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  re^ltuion  from  Co-op  Services,  Inc., 
New  York  Mills,  Minn.,  favoring  a  p^ductrlon  pa5nnent  system  to  assure  100% 
of  parity  returns  to  family  farmers,\^d  stating  farmers  and  business  .  . 
are  greatly  disturbed  by  the  Secretary\^f  Agriculture's  present  policies." 
p.  4056 


11.  POULTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Fore^ry  Committee  reported  S.  1747,  an  original 
bill  to  provide  for  the  compulsory  inspections^ by  this  Department  of  poultry 
and  poultry  products  (S.  Rept./^^).  p.  4056 


12.  PUBLIC  WORICS.  Passed  with  amendments,  S.  497,  the\Rivers  and  Harbors  and  ^ 
Flood  Control  Acts  of  1957 /by  a  42-to-22  vote  (p.^133)  .  Adopted  Committee  v 
amendments  en  bloc  (pp.  4^0-1). 

Agreed  to  the  follc^ng  amendment:  by  Sen.  Barr)stt ,  . to.>ihsure  that 
conservation  water  stooge  space  be  used  in  accord  witlk  state  law  (pp.  4124-5), 
Rejected  the  following  amendments:  by  Sen.  Douglas\to  authorize  the 
President  to  postpoi^  257.  of  the  projects  least  eseentialVpp.  4072-98), 
including  comments  .By  Sen.  Neuberger  on  the  comparative  so^  bank  payments  to 
Webr. ,  Ill, ,  and  Ore.  (p.  4083) ;  by  Sen.  Hruska,  to  recommitNthe  bill  with 
instructions,  2^>/55  (pp.  4101-12) ;  by  Sen,  Neuberger  to  delet^^he  Bruces 
Eddy  Dam  in  Id^  (pp.  4112-19)  ;  by  Sen.  Watkins  to  strike  out  aS^ection 
dealing  with  State  water  rights  (pp.  4119-24)  ;  by  Sen.  Case  to  i^rease 
pa5mients  to  landowners  for  land  acquired  for  reservoir  purposes  (pk.  4126-9); 
and  by  Sen/Watkins  to  provide  that  State  and  local  governments  ass^e  507. 
or  more  or  the  construction  and  operation  costs  (pp,  4129-32) , 


/ 


13.  LEGISLAT-IVE  PROGRAM.  Sen,  Johnson  announced  that  consideration  of  the  fallowing 
billyh  among  others,  would  begin  on  Mar.  29;  S.  1585,  to  provide  for  a  \ 
joi^  committee  on  the  budget;  S.  685  and  H.R.  4813,  to  extend  the  life  of 
D.  C.  Auditorium  Commission;  S.  1034,  to  authorize  the  transfer  of  the 
M)/dwest  Claypan  Research  station  to  the  U.  of  Mo.;  S.  812,  to  freeze  price 
^pports  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  at  757.  of  parity;  S.  1314,  to  extend 
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Page\,  line  18,  strike  out  '‘April”  and  In¬ 
sert  ‘‘JulW’ 

Page  3,  npe  20,  strike  out  "July”  and  Insert 
"October." 

Page  3,  lin'\24,-  strike  out  “AprU”  and  in¬ 
sert  "July.” 

Page  3.  line  23\strlke  out  “July”  and  insert 
"October.” 

Page  4.  line  2,  st^^ke  out  "August”  and  in¬ 
sert  “November." 

Page  4,  line  6,  strlk^ut  “AprU”  and  insert 
"July.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as^to  read:  "An  act  to 
provide  a  15-month  exteMion  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  corporate  normal-tax  ra^  and  of  certain 
excise-tax  rates.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  therte  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentl^an  from 
Tennessee?* 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were\con- 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid^on 
the  table. 

(Mr.  COOPER  asked  and  was  giveriS 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.  R. 
4090,  as  it  passed  the  House,  would  have 
extended  for  1  year  the  existing  corpo¬ 
rate  noiTOal-tax  rate  and  certain  ex¬ 
cise-tax  rates.  The  extensions  provided 
by  the  House  bill  covered  the  period 
April  1,  1957,  through  March  31,  1958. 

The  Senate  amendments  would  extend 
the  existing  corporate  normal-tax  rate 
and  the  excise-tax  rates  applicable  to 
distilled  spirits,  cigarettes,  automobiles 
and  automobile  parts  and  accessories  for 
15  months  rather  than  for  the  12-month 
period  covered  by  the  House  bill.  Thus, 
under  the  Senate  amendment,  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  extended  rates  will  coincide 
with  the  close  of  the  Government’s  fiscal 
year  and  would  parallel  the  appropria¬ 
tion  acts.  It  was  stated  in  the  Senate 
report  that  as  a  result  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  "the  Congress  will  be  in  a  better 
position  to  review  these  tax  rates  con¬ 
currently  with  the  appropriation  bills 
next  year.” 

For  the  fiscal  year  1958,  the  Senate 
amendments  will  increase  the  revenues 
derived  from  extension  of  these  taxes 
by  $237  million.  Of  this  amount  $65 
million  is  attributable  to  the  corporate^ 
noimal  tax;  $64  million,  alcoholic  bey 
erages;  $50  million,  cigarettes:  $51 
lion,  passenger  automobiles;  and  $7  Mil¬ 
lion,  automobile  parts  and  acce^ries. 

The  12  months’  extension  un^r  the 
House  would  have  produced  $^75,000,- 
000  from  corporate  income y^axes  and 
$900,000,000  from  excise  making  a 

total  of  $2,975,000,000.  TJ^  15  months’ 
extension  under  the  Semde  amendment 
will  produce  $2,600,00^00  from  corpo¬ 
rate  taxes  and  $l,iO0;OOO,OOO  from  ex¬ 
cise  taxes,  making  a/total  of  $3,700,000,- 
000,  or  an  addimnal  $700,000,000  in 
revenue  comparpa  to  the  House-passed 
bill. 

I  ui-ge  the/House  to  concur  in  the 
Senate  am^dments, 

(Mr.  REED  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  yi(!o  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  ija  the  Re(^ord.) 

lEED.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  concur  in 
theXction  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
Che  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  in 
the  House  to  agree  to  the  -Senate 
'amendments  to  H.  R.  4090.  It  will  be 


recalled  that  this  legislation  was  passed 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  1-year  extension  of  the  present 
52-percent  tax  rate  applicable  to  corpo¬ 
rate  income  and  to  continue  the  existing 
excise  tax  rates  applicable  to  alcoholic 
beverages,  tobacco  products,  automobiles, 
and  automobile  parts  and  accessories. 
The  Senate  in  its  consideration  of  this 
legislation  made  the  period  of  extension 
15  months  instead  of  1  year  so  as  to  coin¬ 
cide  with  the  termination  of  the  fiscal 
year.  The  House-passed  version  of  H.  R. 
4090  had  a  full  year  revenue  effect  of  $3 
billion.  As  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendments,  H.  R.  4090  would  have  a 
revenue  effect  of  $3.7  billion.  These  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments  have  the  concurrence  of 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury, 

THE  KOKOMO  TRIBUNE 

(Mr.  BEAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
joint  in  the  Record.) 

fr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel 
th^  tribute  should  be  paid  to  the  press 
of  t^^s  country.  There  -are  many  timey 
whenNfiose  of  us  in  public  life  may  wor 
der  wh^her  or  not  the  press  has  l^n 
represenilmg  events  as  we  see  theiy  It 
is  true  th^  even  in  the  member^ip  in 
the  House  t^ere  is  a  division  of  flpinion, 
and,  thus,  it\an  be  expected  jwhen  re¬ 
porters,  as  newimen,  write  tl^r  findings 
and  observation^  in  their  respective 
newspapers. 

The  progress  of\cer^n  newspapers 
has  been  an  encouragenfent  because  they 
have  helped  to  diss^ra^inate  news  as  a 
public  service. 

I  would  like  to  nAy  trib^l^  to  all  of  the 
newspapers  in  Fifth  Congressional 
District,  and  I^el  that  I  do  sb  in  extend¬ 
ing  greetingSyand  congratulations  to  the 
Kokomo  Tribune.  Th^^have  a 

new  addi^n  to  their  building  and  have 
installed/new  equipment.  On  Ma^h  28 
an  ope^house  was  held  in  order  thali^he 
citizens  of  that  community  could  view 
thyprogress  of  this  very  important  por 
tion  of  their  community.  ?  join  th^ 
lany  citizens  of  Kokomo  and  friends  of 
'the  Kokomo  Tribune  in  wishing  them 
continued  success. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  SELDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


Anderson, 
Mont. 
Andresen, 
August  H. 
Asplnall 
Ayres 
Bass,  N.  H. 
Bowler 
Boykin 
Celler 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dies 

Diggs 


[Roll  No.  32] 

Eberharter 

Frellnghuysen 

F^ilton 

Gregory 

Gubser 

Gwlnn 

Henderson 

Hill 

Hillings 

Holifleld 

Holtzman 

Ikard 

Jackson 


Jones,  Mo. 

Kearney 

Keeney 

Moulder.  Mo. 

Powell 

Prouty 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Roberts 

Rogers,  Tex, 

Scherer 

Williams,  N.  T. 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  399/ 
Members  have  answered  to  their  name/, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  .pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


PRIVILEGE  OF  THE 


)USE 


Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speyer,  I  rise  to 
a  question  of  the  privilegpof  the  House; 
but  in  order  to  conserve'  the  time  of  the 
House,  I  ask  unanimipfs  consent  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  5  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER. yis  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  /the  gqptleman  from 
Missouri?  / 

There  was  mj  abjection. 

Mr.  CANN/0N.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  received 
last  night /and  this  morning  six  long¬ 
distance  telephone  calls  from  my  district 
and  thycity  of  St.  Louis.  All  of  them 
were  Urom  men  of  high  standing,  and  my 
frien/s.  Each  of  them  said  about  the 
saqae  thing. 

'hey  explained:  There  will  be  an  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  before  you  today  or  to¬ 
morrow.  It  was  evident  that  they  had 
been  advised  by  someone  thoroughly  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  situation  here  in  the 
House. 

They  said :  “The  bill  carries  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  arthritis  and  we  want  to  ask 
you  as  a  personal  favor  to  vote  against 
cutting  any  part  of  the  budget  estimate.” 

I  said:  “I  am  very  much  interested  in 
your  suggestion.  But  I  would  like  to  be 
certain  that  I  understand  just  what  you 
have  in  mind.  You  favor  the  largest  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  purpose?  Are  you 
also  in  favor  of  the  highest  taxes? 
Or  do  you  think  taxes  ought  to  be  cut? 
Do  you  think  we  ought  to  continue  to 
levy  war  taxes  in  time  of  peace?  Do  you 
favor  the  continued  increase  in  the  cost 
of  living  reported  by  the  Governpient? 
Or  do  you  favor  lower  taxes  and  stabili¬ 
zation  of  the  purchasing  power  of  the 
dollar?” 

They  said  they  had  not  thought  about 
that  part  of  it.  But  here  is  the  payoff ; 

I  asked:  “Are  you  troubled  with  arthri- 
.tis?” 

They  said :  “No,  of  course  not.” 
asked:  “Is  any  member  of  your  fam¬ 
ily  Voubled  with  arthritis?” 

1,  no.” 

'‘W^,  why  are  you  interested  in  this?” 

“Someone  asked  me  to  telephone  you 
about  it.* 

I  asked :  '^Are  the  people  who  asked  you 
to  telephoneWe  troubled  with  arthritis?” 

“I  hardly  tl^k  so.” 

Mr.  SpeakerXevery  Member  of  the 
House  is  receivim  these  pressure  mes¬ 
sages.  But  they  ^  not  represent  the 
sentiment  of  your  Mnstituents  or  your 
district.  And  especially  they  do  not  rep¬ 
resent  the  views  of  youNaxpayers.  They 
do  not  come  from  thoseSyho  are  suffer¬ 
ing  from  arthritis. 

They  are  organized  propliganda,  pure 
and  simple.  If  you  could  follW  them  up 
and  learn  where  they  came^om  you 
would  find  that  they  come  dire^y  from 
Washington.  They  could  be  trac^right 
back  to  people  who  have  a  profes^nal 
and  personal  interest,  people  who  want 
jobs  and  higher  salaries.  Let  us  mOTe 
no  mistake  about  that. 


4138  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  March  28 


Ave  we  so  naive  as  to  be  taken  by  such 
trani^arent  deception?  That  is  what  it 
is.  Tliey  are  trying  to  leave  the  impres¬ 
sion  thatNiie  sentiment  back  home  favors 
big  increa^s  and  continued  high  taxes 
and  higher  ^st  of  living.  I 

“Vainly  is  the  snare  spread  in  sight  of  ■ 
the  bird.”  \ 

PRIVATE  calendar 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  NMr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  tA^t  the  call  of 
the  Private  Calendar  on  Tuesday  next 
may  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obWtion  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  froha  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with 
Mr.  PoRAND  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mi‘.  Chairman,  several  Members  have 
come  to  me  this  morning  asking  about 
the  progi-ess  on  this  bill.  I  have  told 
them  that  there  will  be  no  chance  of 
finishing  it  today.  We  will  try  to  finish 
it  tomorrow;  whether  we  can  or  not  is 
unknown  at  this  time.  But  I  do  want 
to  reiterate  that  if  these  crippling 
amendments  that  have  been  agreed  to 
are  continued,  you  can  expect  to  have  12 
or  15  rollcalls  when  the  day  arrives  to 
vote  for  final  passage. 

You  know  as  well  as  I  know  that  in 
order  to  get  a  rollcall  a  sufficient  num¬ 
ber  of  Members  have  to  stand.  I  am 
sure  that  those  Members  who  have  been 
supporting  the  committee’s  position  on 
my  side  will  stand  up  and  ask  for  a  roll- 
call.  I  hope  when  the  time  comes  that 
you  Members  on  the  Republican  side 
who  have  just  applauded  my  announce¬ 
ment  can  be  counted  on  to  stand  up  at 
the  same  time  and  ask  to  be  counted  too. 

In  answer  to  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  [Mr.  Cannon]  that  he  has  been 
besieged  with  6  or  8  telegrams  or  phone 
calls  from  the  city  of  St.  Louis  on  behalf 
of  people  who  are  afflicted  with  arthritis 
in  this  country,  let  me  say  that  I  have 
known  for  several  years  how  these  vol¬ 
untary  organizations  all  over  the  coun¬ 
try  are  operated.  In  the  American 
Cancer  Society,  the  American  Heart 
Association,  the  Arthritis  and  Rheuma¬ 
tism  Foundation,  Mental  Hygiene  and 


many  others,  I  want  you  to  know,  Mr. 
Chainnan,  that  we  have  some  of  the 
most  dedicated  people  in  this  country 
serving  on  these  committees.  I  know 
that  is  so  in  connection  with  the  Foun¬ 
dation  on  Ai'thritis  and  Rheumatism. 
They  have  some  of  the  most  dedicated 
people — Americans — both  Republicans 
and  Democrats,  serving  at  no  cost  to  the 
organization  at  all.  So,  it  is  not  as  the 
gentleman  has  informed  the  House  that 
these  telegi'ams  have  been  inspired  by 
hired  personnel  on  these  voluntary  com¬ 
mittees.  That  just  is  not  the  case  and  I 
want  that  straightened  out. 

However,  if  it  were  the  case,  they  are 
American  citizens,  they  have  the  right 
to  appeal  to  you  and  to  me  and  to  every 
other  Member  of  the  Congress  for  what 
they  believe  is  right.  I  happen  to  be¬ 
lieve  they  are  doing  the  right  thing.  If 
you  believe  that  the  amounts  in  this  bill 
are  too  large  for  research  on  arthritis 
and  rheumatism,  with  10  million  people 
of  our  country  afflicted  with  that  dis¬ 
ease — many  of  them  bedridden — if  you 
think  that  they  are  getting  enough  sup¬ 
port  now  and  that  further  research  is 
not  going  to  do  any  good,  I  hope  you  will 
have  the  coinage  to  get  up  in  this  com¬ 
mittee  and  offer  an  amendment  to  cut 
this  appropriation.  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  Institute  for  Arthritis  and  Metabolic 
Diseases  is  given  enough  money  this  year 
because  there  are  more  good,  sound  ap¬ 
plications  for  research  grants  in  the  field 
of  arthritis  and  rheumatism  and  in 
gastroenterology  during  the  past  year 
than  we  appropriated  money  for  in  the 
last  session  of  the  Congress. 

There  are  10  million  people  in  the 
United  States  afflicted  with  arthritis  and 
rheumatism.  I  don’t  believe  these  10 
million  people  should  be  ignored  and  al¬ 
lowed  to  continue  to  suffer  the  painful 
and  crippling  effects  of  arthritis  in  their 
declining  years.  Instead  I  believe  that 
we  should  increase  the  funds  for  re¬ 
search  in  this  area  and  we  should  vote 
a  sufficient  increase  over  last  year’s  fig¬ 
ure  to  put  every  competent  medical  in¬ 
vestigator  in  the  arthritic  field  to  work 
on  the  cause  and  cure  of  the  disease. 

It  was  this  committee  in  1947  or  1948, 
that  was  told  by  Dr.  Hench,  of  the  Mayo 
Clinic,  of  the  discovery  of  the  new  won¬ 
der  drugs,  cortisone  and  ACTH,  that  had 
been  used  on  men  and  women  bedridden 
for  several  years.  With  the  injection  of 
cortisone  and  ACTH  these  men  and 
women  were  up  and  around  for  the  first 
time  in  10  or  15  years.  As  a  result  of 
this  kind  of  testimony,  not  from  a  Fed¬ 
eral  bureaucrat  but  from  one  of  the  most 
eminent  medical  scientists  in  the  world, 
from  one  of  the  oustanding  medical  in¬ 
stitutions  in  the  world,  this  committee, 
without  any  advice  from  the  administra¬ 
tion,  appropriated,  and  you  approved, 
$3  million  more  than  the  President 
asked  for  at  that  time  to  do  further  re¬ 
search  in  the  field  of  cortisone  and 
ACTH. 

As  the  result  of  that  action  of  this 
committee  and  the  House,  thousands  of 
people  afflicted  with  arthritis,  the  lead¬ 
ing  crippler  of  mankind  at  this  time, 
have  been  alleviated;  they  have  gotten 
out  of  bed  and  they  have  returned  to 


work.  To  me  that  is  good,  sound 
financing.  It  is  using  good  judgment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(Mr.  FOGARTY,  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Budge,  was  given  permission  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman  in  just  a  moment. 

When  a  new  drug  like  that  comes  on 
the  market,  the  cost  is  prohibitive.  I 
cannot  give  you  exact  figures  how  much 
it  cost  per  gram  at  that  time  to  manu¬ 
facture  that  particular  kind  of  drug,  but 
in  round  figures  it  was  about  $200  a 
gram,  which  made  it  impossible  for  the 
average  person  in  this  country  to  take 
advantage  of  its  use.  But,  because  of 
the  action  of  this  committee  approving 
$3  million  for  research,  we  found  a  syn¬ 
thetic  way  of  producing  the  drug,  and 
within  2  years  it  was  down  to  a  price 
where  the  average  person  could  afford 
to  buy  it.  As  the  result  of  that  action, 
that  drug  has  been  made  available  to 
millions  of  people  who  otherwise  would 
not  have  been  able  to  avail  themselves 
of  it.  When  it  was  first  given  to  these 
people  by  injection  there  were  many  side 
effects.  Through  further  research  those 
side  effects  have  been  eliminated  or  re¬ 
duced  and  today  it  is  taken  orally.  It 
is  now  truly  one  of  the  wonder  drugs  of 
this  generation.  It  has  saved  millions 
of  lives  all  over  this  country,  not  only 
alleviating  rheumatism  and  arthritis 
but  affecting  the  death-dealing  diseases 
as  well,  such  as  rheumatic  fever  in 
children. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FCXIARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho. 

Ml*.  BUDGE.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  knows  there  are 
none  of  us  here  taking  the  position  of 
not  wishing  to  do  everything  we  can  to 
be  of  assistance  to  those  who  are  af¬ 
flicted  with  the  ailments  which  befall  the 
human  body.  The  question  is  just  how 
adequately  can  the  funds  be  utilized.  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  if  it  is  not  a 
fact — take  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health — that  they  themselves  estimate 
that  they  will  have  an  unexpended  bal¬ 
ance  at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year  of 
over  $10  million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  for  another  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  We  assume,  in  these 
programs,  that  the  people  who  prepare 
the  budget  for  them  know  approximate¬ 
ly  how  much  they  can  intelligently 
spend.  In  the  bill  which  the  gentleman 
brings  to  the  floor,  how  do  the  figures 
for  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
compare  with  the  budget  estimates? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  one  we  have 
brought  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  have  allowed  the 
full  amount  that  they  asked  this  year. 
That  was  not  to  my  liking,  of  course,  be¬ 
cause  I  wanted  to  allow  niore  funds  than 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  approved  for 
programs  such  as  heart  and  cancer  and 
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mental  health.  In  the  bill  before  us  we 
have  allowed  the  exact  amount  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  has  requested  with 
this  one  change;  they  did  make  a  re¬ 
quest  to  raise  the  overhead  item  on  these 
grants  to  the  institutes  for  research  from 
15  percent  to  25  percent.  In  the  In¬ 
stitutes  alone  that  amounted  to  some 
$6,800,000.  We  did  not  approve  that 
increase  from  15  percent  to  25  percent 
for  overhead  on  the  basis  that  we  had  al¬ 
lowed  them  an  increase  from  8  percent 
to  15  percent  only  2  years  ago  for  the 
same  purpose.  When  we  disallowed  that 
increase  we  said  in  effect  that  we  were 
still  going  to  keep  the  same  amount  of 
money  and  the  additional  money  would 
be  used  for  research  instead  of  for  the 
other  purpose.  That  was  the  significant 
change. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  In  effect  then,  what  the 
gentleman’s  subcommittee  did  was  to 
reduce  the  c^verhead  item,  which  is  the 
identical  thing  to  which  he  has  been  ob¬ 
jecting  in  his  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  with  which  we  have  been  dealing 
here  during  the  last  2  days,  but  after  re¬ 
ducing  the  overhead  the  committee  di¬ 
verted  the  extra  10  percent,  which  came 
to  better  than  $6  million,  for  research 
over  and  above  the  budget  figures? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  not  so. 
What  we  did  was  to  keep  the  figure  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Budget  Bureau  and  chan¬ 
nel  into  research  what  was  requested  for 
overhead.  We  earmarked  $620,000, 
which  would  have  been  that  portion  of 
the  10  percent  of  overhead  in  the  Insti¬ 
tute  for  Nem-ology  for  a  new  program  of 
research  on  the  problem  of  the  hard  of 
hearing  and  speech  defects  in  children. 
In  cancer  we  earmarked  $1,616,000  for 
-the  same  purpose;  that  Is,  for  a  start  in 
entering  into  contracts  with  pharmaceu¬ 
tical  houses  to  do  research  on  com¬ 
pounds  and  antibiotics  that  they  have  on 
their  shelves  which  might  have  some 
anticancer  effects.  We  did  that  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  earmarking  the  other  10  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  The  net  result  was  that 
even  with  an  unexpended  balance  as  of 
the  end  of  this  fiscal  year  in  excess  of 
$10  million,  we  have  in  this  bill  some  $6 
or  $7  million  above  the  budget  figure. 

Mr.  PCXjARTY.  That  is  right.  And 
it  is  about  $5  or  $6  million  less  than  I 
think  it  should  be.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  $10  million  the  gentleman  speaks  of 
had  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  the 
Institute  of  Arthritis  and  Metabolic 
Diseases  nor  did  it  have  anything  to  do 
with  the  Institute  of  Allergy  and  Infec¬ 
tious  Diseases.  Those  two  Institutes  ex¬ 
pended  all  their  funds.  They  had  more 
applications  for  new  grants  than  we  gave 
them  money  for,  and  as  a  result  they 
were  not  able  to  take  care  of  the  good, 
approved  applications  for  research  in 
those  two  Institutes.  But  in  heart,  in 
cancer,  and  in  mental  health  they  did 
have  unexpended  funds.  I  think  that 
is  a  good  sign,  too,  because  when  we  gave 
them  this  additional  money  a  year  ago, 
$50  million  over  and  above  the  budget, 
I  made  the  statement  on  the  floor  that 
this  was  a  huge  Increase  above  the  pre¬ 
vious  year  and  we  expected  that  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  would  con¬ 
tinue  on  the  fine  programs  and  estab¬ 


lish  standards,  which  they  did  estab¬ 
lish,  for  granting  applications  for  re¬ 
search;  that  they  would  continue  on  that 
same  basis,  not  loosen  up.  As  a  result, 
they  have  kept  their  word  given  to  Con¬ 
gress  and  they  are  returning  about  $10 
million  to  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  The  gentleman  agrees, 
then,  that  the  situation  is  that  you  have 
an  unexpended  balance  for  this  fiscal 
year  of  over  $10  million  and  yet  you  go 
over  the  budget  $6  million  or  $7  million 
for  the  next  year.  Would  the  gentleman 
agree  it  would  be  proper  to  lump  all  of 
these  items  into  one  so  that  they  could 
be  used  as  the  oflBcials  of  the  National 
Institutes  feel' they  should  be  used? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  I  do  not.  I  do 
not  believe  in  lumping  it  all  in  one  part. 
The  gentleman  and  I  disagreed  on  that 
3  or  4  years  a^o.  I  think  we  ought  to 
keep  these  Institutes  as  they  are.  We 
ought  to  know  what  we  are  spending  for 
cancer,  we  ought  to  know  what  we  are 
spending  for  heart  research,  we  ought  to 
know  what  we  are  spending  for  mental 
health  research.  That  is  the  reason  we 
put  them  in  a  categorical  column. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  on  the  importance 
of  research  in  this  program.  I  think  it 
ought  to  go  forward.  I  would  differ  in 
one  respect,  that  we  should  be  careful 
not  to  give  the  Government  all  the  credit 
for  the  advance  in  research  because  75 
percent  of  the  prescriptions  now  being 
filied  over  the  drugstore  counters  were 
not  known  12  or  15  years  ago.  The 
great  progress  in  research  has  been  made 
by  private  industry,  drug  houses,  and 
scientists  outside  the  Goveriunent  in 
developing  cortisone  and  the  other 
drugs.  It  is  not  entirely  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  Government  has  been  a 
big  help,  I  agree  with  the  gentleman. 
We  ought  to  proceed  along  that  line, 
but  do  not  give  the  Government  aU  the 
credit. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  I  hope  I  was  not 
misunderstood.  I  did  not  say  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  was  solely  responsible 
for  the  advances  that  have  been  made 
in  the  past  10  years,  but  it  has  been 
largely  responsible  for  it.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  certainly  has  moved  ahead  side 
by  side  with  industry  and  the  voluntary 
agencies.  There  has  not  been  a  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Federal  Government  that 
has  worked  with  less  confusion  than 
this  one,  because  we  have  had  complete 
agreement  among  the  voluntary  agen¬ 
cies  and  the  Federal  Government,  on  all 
these  applications  for  grants.  The  state¬ 
ment  I  did  make  was  that  if  this  Con¬ 
gress  had  not  appropriated  $3  million 
more  than  the  Budget  requested  in  1948 
for  research  in  cortisone  we  would  not 
have  had  penicillin  as  we  have  today, 
that  particular  wonder  drug  as  soon  as 
we  did.  Further,  if  we  were  not  in  a 
war,  the  last  World  War,  we  would  not 
have  had  penicillin,  as  we  have  today, 
without  Government  funds.  How  many 
millions  of  dollars  were  expended  on  re¬ 
search  for  developing  penicillin,  that  has 
saved  so  many  thousands  of  lives  in  the 


last  15  years,  I  have  no  estimate,  but  I 
do  know,  and  I  think  every  doctor  in 
the  land  will  agree,  that  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  participation  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  field  of  developing 
penicillin  during  the  last  World  War 
thousands  of  lives  would  have  been  lost 
in  the  last  15  years. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  have  to 
disagree  with  the  gentleman  on  that  be¬ 
cause  it  was  a  private  citizen,  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  that  developed  penicillin.  It  was 
not  what  the  Government  did.  The 
Government  might  have  given  a  little 
stimulus,  but  cortisone,  penicillin,  and 
streptomycin  were  all  developed  outside 
the  Government  help  and  would  have 
been  here  whether  the  Government  had 
been  in  the  field  or  not. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  is  a 
doctor  and  I  do  not  like  to  disagree  with 
him  but  he  is  completely  wrong  on  the 
history  and  the  facts.  I  am  quoting  some 
of  the  finest  research  doctors  in  the 
world  who  have  appeared  before  our 
committee,  who  did  not  agree  with  the 
gentleman’s  statement.  I  am  not  a  doc¬ 
tor  as  I  have  said  but  I  have  had  expe¬ 
rience  with  some  of  these  leading  doc¬ 
tors  of  the  world  who  appear  before  our 
committee  every  year.  I  can  hardly  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  gentleman  presumes  to 
supersede  with  his  judgment  the  con¬ 
clusions  and  convictions  of  the  Nobel 
prizewinners  v/hose  testimony  I  am  re¬ 
ferring  to  now.  It  was  Government 
funds  appropriated  by  the  Congress  that 
worked  on  the  cultures  making  peni¬ 
cillin  available  in  the  form  that  it  could 
be  used  in  the  battlefields  of  World  War 
II.  If  it  were  not  for  the  research  done 
with  these  Federal  funds,  thousands  of 
men  wounded  in  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force  who  are  alive  today  would 
have  died. 

So  I  am  afraid  the  gentleman  is  mis¬ 
taken. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Ah,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  could  be 
sure — that  we  could  eradicate  disease — 
any  disease — with  the  money  which  we 
are  asked  to  appropriate  here,  no 
amount  of  money  would  be  too  great  for 
us  to  appropriate  for  these  highly  de¬ 
sirable  purposes. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  appropriating 
money  for  research  does  not  mean  suc¬ 
cess  in  finding  remedies — too  often  does 
not  mean  that  we  are  to  get  anything 
at  all. 

Listening  to  this  debate  you  get  the 
impression  that  it  was  Government  re¬ 
search  and  Government  funds  that  dis¬ 
covered  peniciilin  and  cortisone.  Noth¬ 
ing  could  be  further  from  the  facts. 
Both  were  discovered  and  developed  pri¬ 
vately  and  without  any  Government  co¬ 
operation  whatever. 

Penicillin  was  discovered  entirely  by 
accident  by  an  obscure  doctor  working 
on  his  own  time  and  means.  All  of  these 
notable  reagents  were  originated  by  in¬ 
dividual  private  scientists  and  practicing 
physicians  working  by  themselves  and 
without  Government  millions. 

And  the  saving  in  the  cost  of  manufac¬ 
ture  of  drugs  cannot  be  credited  solely  to 
Federal  i-esearch.  There  is  not  a  great 
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foundation  in  the  country  today  that  is 
not  committing  large  staffs  and  labora¬ 
tories  in  this  work.  There  is  not  a  phar¬ 
maceutical  house  or  a  drug  manufacturer 
in  the  country  that  does  not  maintain  its 
private  research  unassisted  on  all  these 
problem  formulas.  The  situation  would 
not  be  greatly  changed  today  if  no  appro¬ 
priations  carried  by  this  bill  had  ever 
been  passed. 

The  truth  is  that  there  is  no  assurance 
that  a  single  dollar  being  provided  here 
in  this  or  any  other  appropriation  bill 
will  develop  anything  worthwhile. 

We  ought  to  invest  something  in  these 
items  but  we  should  not  delude  ourselves 
into  believing  that  results  are  assured. 

The  point  at  issue  in  this  proposed  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  cure  of  arthritis  is 
that  we  are  asked  to  appropriate  $2  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  was  appropriated  last 
year,  when  we  were  not  able  to  spend  all 
that  was  appropriated  last  year.  So 
much  money  was  appropriated  for  this 
item  last  year  that  we  could  not  spend  it 
and  they  had  to  turn  a  large  part  of  it 
back.  If  that  is  true,  why  go  ahead  and 
vote  $2  million  more,  when  we  already 
had  too  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  listened  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island,  I  recalled  that  a  year  ago 
when  this  bill  was  on  the  floor,  he  stood 
here  in  the  well  of  the  House  and  told 
us  with  vibrant  voice  about  pitiful  cases 
of  cancer  of  the  cervix  in  women,  and 
when  he  talked  about  cancer  of  the  cervix 
in  women,  this  House  fell  in  windrows. 

Do  you  know  that  up  to  that  time,  and 
up  to  this  time  no  cure  has  been  found 
for  cancer  of  the  cervix  in  women  ex¬ 
cept  the  surgeon’s  knife?  We  have  made 
no  progress  whatever  on  cancer.  We  do 
not  know  what  causes  it.  We  have  dis¬ 
covered  no  method  of  curing  it  except 
surgeiw  when  taken  in  time,  and  we 
knew  that  before  the  Government  spent 
a  dollar  on  research.  And  all  this  talk 
of  what  has  been  accomplished  in  curing 
cancer  of  the  cervix  is  without  founda¬ 
tion.  Any  doctor  hi  Washington  will 
tell  you  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  favor  of  mak¬ 
ing  a  reasonable  appropriation — even 
though  chances  of  getting  out  of  it  are 
small,  but  why  increase  the  amount  over 
last  year?  The  appropriation  last  year 
was  more  than  they  could  spend,  and 
money  had  to  be  turned  back. 

The  one  thing  to  be  remembered  here 
Is  that  an  organized  lobby  is  pressuring 
Members  of  Congress  and  tiwing  to  make 
them  believe  there  is  a  widespread  de¬ 
mand  for  these  increased  appropriations 
back  home.  All  these  messages  originate 
right  here  in  Washington  and  are  sent 
out  to  your  district  to  give  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  the  demand  is  local  and  volun¬ 
tary  when  they  were  systematically 
planted  there  to  mislead  the  Congress¬ 
man. 

These  lobbyists  could  get  immediate 
and  legitimate  results  if  they  would 
bring  patients  here  who  have  been  cured 
by  Government  research.  Or  affidavits 
from  physicians  who  have  used  reme¬ 
dies  developed  by  Government  research. 
Why  do  they  not  bring  in  cancer  cases 
that  have  been  cured?  Because  there 
are  no  such  cases.  We  know  nothing 


more  about  the  cause  and  cure  of  can¬ 
cer  today  than  we  knew  before  a  dollar 
of  Government  money  had  been  spent 
in  cancer  research. 

Now  if  someone  would  just  send  word 
out  there  to  the  taxpayers  and  get  them 
to  express  their  views  on  the  subject  of 
excess,  you  would  get  evidence  that 
would  really  throw  some  light  on  this 
question  of  large  appropriations  and 
taxes  to  pay  larger  appropriations. 

Mr.  IjANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
I  have  taken  very  little  time  to  talk  on 
this  bill,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
may  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  IjANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hate 
to  get  up  again,  but  I  feel  I  have  to  in 
response  to  the  remarks  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  because  they  show 
that  he  has  not  kept  pace  with  research 
in  the  field  of  medicine.  I  have  never 
made  the  claim  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  discovered  penicillin,  strepto¬ 
mycin,  Chloromycetin,  cortisone  or 
ACTH.  The  claim  I  did  make  was  that 
after  cortisone  and  ACTH  were  discover¬ 
ed,  you  had  the  problem  of  manufactur¬ 
ing  it  and  getting  it  to  the  people  at  a 
price  they  could  afford  to  pay.  That  is 
where  the  Federal  Government  came  in. 
That  is  where  we  appropriated  funds 
which  saved  many,  many  lives.  There  is 
one  more  answer  I  must  make  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement.  He  claimed  that  last 
year  I  said  we  had  found  a  new  tech¬ 
nique  to  discover  cancer  of  the  cervix  in 
women  at  an  early  enough  stage  to  cure 
it.  That  statement  was  correct  and  still 
is  correct,  contrary  to  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  said. 

Contrary  to  what  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  has  said,  the  new  smear 
technique  that  is  now  being  carried  on  in 
about  12  cities  throughout  the  country 
has  been  effective.  In  Memphis,  Tenn., 
where  the  first  demonstration  clinic  was 
opened  they  examined  100,000  women. 
Through  this  technique  it  was  discovered 
that  400  of  them  had  cancer  of  the 
uterus,  and  it  was  discovered  in  time  so 
that  they  have  been  cured,  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  best  cancer  doctors  in  the 
world. 

If  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  is  go¬ 
ing  to  i-efute  that  statement  I  ask  him  to 
get  up  on  his  feet  and  say  so. 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  say  again  emphati¬ 
cally  there  is  no  cure  for  cancer,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  millions  that  have 
been  carried  by  this  bill  in  past  years. 
'The  gentleman  is  entirely  mistaken 
about  that.  It  is  a  cruel  hoax  to  make 
the  statement  here  when  thousands  are 
waiting  for  the  cure  the  gentleman  says 
has  been  discovered. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  the 
point  I  made  last  year,  and  I  make  the 
point  again  today,  is  that  through  this 
method  of  diagnosis  they  have  been  able 
to  diagnose  cancer  of  the  cervix  in  wom¬ 
en  early  enough  to  cure  it.  The  fact  is 


that  these  women  are  going  to  live  who 
would  not  have  lived  if  it  had  not  been 
for  the  establishment  of  this  clinic  with 
Federal  funds. 

Mr.  CANNON.  The  only  cure  is  sur¬ 
gery,  and  our  physicians  and  surgeons 
knew  that  before  the  gentleman  was 
born. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  lost  most  of  his  time  yielding 
to  others.  I  ask  unanimous  consent - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
not  stating  a  point  of  order. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  may  pro¬ 
ceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  excited  or  mad  at  anybody,  I  would 
just  like  to  have  a  little  heart-to-heart 
talk  with  my  colleagues  here  today. 

I  am  a  member  of  this  subcommittee 
and  deeply  interested  in  these  appropria¬ 
tions.  I  am  not  going  to  charge  any¬ 
body  with  fiscal  ii-responsibility  or  with 
being  fatuous  or  fat-headed — I  think 
that  is  what  fatuous  means,  fat-headed. 
Now,  I  am  not  going  to  charge  anybody 
with  that.  You  know  I  am  one  of  you. 
I  want  to  cut  this  budget.-  I  was  so  stag¬ 
gered  when  it  first  came  up  here  that  I 
adapted  a  little  nursery  rhyme  about  it. 
It  went  something  like  this — and  I  sent 
it  back  home  to  my  newspapers: 

Hush,  little  budget,  don’t  you  cry; 

You’ll  be  a  trillion  by  and  by. 

Mr.  Bob  Allbright,  the  able  corre¬ 
spondent  from  the  Washington  Post  and 
Times  Herald,  picked  it  up  and  published 
it  in  the  Washington  Post.  And  do  you 
know  what  he  said  about  me?  He  dub¬ 
bed  me  as  one  of  the  “disillusioned 
leaders  of  the  economy  bloc.”  Now,  I 
did  my  best  to  keep  that  from  getting 
back  home,  but  it  did  get  back  to  my 
newspapers  and  radio  stations  in  spite 
of  all  I  could  do.  So  I  am  just  one  of 
you  and  want  to  help  you  cut  the  budget. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CANNON.  My  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  and  my  friend,  because  I  am  very 
fond  of  him,  was  dubbed  in  last  Sunday’s 
paper  as  the  leader  of  the  economy  bloc. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  One  of  the  leaders. 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  would  like  to  ask  him 
if  the  only  item  in  this  bill  that  is  over 
the  budget  estimate  was  not  put  there  at 
the  gentleman’s  insistence? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Yes;  and  I  am  proud 
of  it.  For  it  supplies  the  money  for  our 
rural-library  program. 

Mr.  CANNON.  That  is  the  sort  of 
economy  the  gentleman  practices.  The 
leader  of  the  economy  bloc  put  in  this 
bill  the  only  item  above  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  It  was  not  for  disease.  If  was 
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for  books — novels,  comics,  detectives — 
anything  that  might  be  requested  at  a 
public  library.  Economy  with  a  ven¬ 
geance. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  No;  I  cannot  yield.  I 
w'ant  to  discuss  ways  and  means  by 
which  we  can  cut  some,  money  out  of 
this  appropriation  bill. 

I  think  I  got  the  reputation  of  being 
a  leader  of  the  economy  bloc  because 
of  the  fight  I  led  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  a  few  weeks  ago  to  cut  $2  million 
in  the  supplemental  appropi'iation  bill. 
You  folks  over  here  on  the  left  helped 
rne  and  you  folks  over  on  the  right 
helped  me,  but  we  have  had  an  awful 
time  holding  that  cut  in  another  body 
as  I  told  you  the  other  day.  However, 
I  think  eventually  we  are  going  to  keep 
the  cut  in  the  bill.  I  have  been  doing 
everything  I  could  to  help  cut  this  bill. 

You  know,  the  President  made  a  state¬ 
ment  yesterday  and  there  are  parts  of  it 
I  think  we  ought  to  listen  to.  I  ani  glad 
to  see  that  the  President  is  cormng  back 
now  to  champion  his  budget.  ^  think  he 
got  frightened  at  all  of  the  letters  and 
telegrams  that  were  coming  in  about  the 
size  of  the  budget  so  he  abandoned  the 
baby  and  went  off  to  Bermuda.  He  has 
come  back  and  he  sees  the  baby  is  in  hot 
water,  he  has  come  to  his  senses  and  he 
is  trying  now  to  justify  his  budget.  In  a 
way  he  does  that.  He  said  that  this 
budget  was  carefully,  intelligently  pre¬ 
pared.  He  said  that  there  may  be  cuts 
made  in  it  here  and  there  but  that  we  are 
kidding  ourselves  and  are  fatuous  or  fat¬ 
heads  if  we  think  by  the  sort  of  cutting 
that  has  been  going  on  on  this  bill  we 
are  going  to  really  reduce  the  budget. 

I  think  we  ought  to  think  about  this 
fact.  Most  of  the  work  of  this  body  is 
done  in  committees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  was  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  Mr. 
Will  Whittington  was  chairman  of  that 
committee  and  I  used  to  marvel  at  the 
man’s  knowledge  of  every  little  dam  in 
this  country,  evei-y  river  and  creek.  He 
knew  exactly  what  the  engineers  were 
doing  in  every  State  in  the  Union.  I 
marveled  that  one  brain  could  hold  all 
he  knew.  John  Fogarty  is  like  that  on 
this  committee.  I  have  never  seen  a  man 
with  so  much  knowledge  in  the  field  of 
labor,  health,  education,  and  welfare. 
John  Fogarty  is  as  anxious  as  any  of 
you  to  cut  the  budget  where  it  can  be 
done,  as  the  President  said,  sensibly. 
Do  you  know  that  your  committee  spent 
weeks  in  hearings?  We  tried  to  deter¬ 
mine  as  best  we  could  how  we  could  carry 
on  the  work  in  this  most  important  field 
of  human  welfare  at  the  lowest  possible 
cost. 

Over  the  years  we  have  all  voted  for 
these  programs.  Think  about  this:  Your 
Appropriations  Committee  has  a  sense 
of  responsibility  to  the  House.  You 
voted  for  these  programs  and  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  feels  that  it 
should  make  these  programs  work  at  the 
lowest  possible  cost.  In  making  up  this 
budget  that  is  exactly  what  yoiu’  sub¬ 
committee  did.  Of  course,  we  are  not  in¬ 
fallible,  neither  is  any  other  committee. 
But  it  does  seem  to  me  that  as  far  as 


possible  in  our  effort  to  cut  the  budget 
we  ought  to  be  very  careful  in  what  we 
do  and  put  some  confidence  in  your  com¬ 
mittee.  And  we  ought  to  listen  to  this 
man  who  above  all  others  knows  what  he 
is  talking  about  in  this  most  important 
field. 

I  am  sorry  that  this  concentrated  ef¬ 
fort  to  cut  these  little  amounts  out  of  the 
budget  had  to  fall  on  this  committee  or 
in  this  field  where  the  welfare  of  not  only 
our  children  but  the  adults  of  our  coun¬ 
try  who  are  suffering  from  disease,  who 
are  suffering  from  privation  and  want, 
are  involved.  I  am  sorry  that  we  picked 
this  field  to  make  these  cuts.  They  are 
not  huge.  They  cannot  be  cut  much, 
but,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  as  we  go 
ahead  with  this  appropriation  bill  today 
we  will  do  so  intelligently.  If  we  are 
going  to  cut  at  all,  let  us  cut  down  the 
number  of  employees,  if  it  has  to  be  done. 

On  that  point,  let  me  say  this.  By  our 
indiscriminate  cutting,  where  we,  by  our 
own  legislation  and  by  our  own  action 
have  piled  additional  burdens  upon 
them,  we  are  hardly  fair  to  our  loyal 
Federal  employees.  Now,  I  know  that 
we  have  too  many  in  some  instances. 
We  tried  to  pare  their  number  down,  as 
we  heard  the  testimony  on  this  bill,  in 
these  fields.  We  have  done  our  best,  but 
are  we  not  somewhat  unfair  to  the  em¬ 
ployees  who  are  trying  to  do  a  good  job? 
Some  of  them,  I  know,  may  not  be  all 
they  should,  but  by  -and  large  our  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  are  loyal.  They  work 
hard.  They  do  their  jobs  well,  and  I 
think  we  ought  to  think  about  them  and 
we  ought  to  be  fair  to  oiu*  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  and  not  cut  them  to  the  point 
that  we  ask  those  left  to  do  an  impossible 
job. 

.  Now,  I  hope  that  as  we  go  along  we 
are  going  to  do  as  the  President  says.  I 
know  every  one  of  you  wants  to  do  what 
is  right.  I  am  sure  you  are  not  political¬ 
ly  inspired,  because  the  election  does  not 
come  until  next  year,  and  the  people  are 
going  to  forget  what  you  did  this  year, 
of  course.  I  know  it  is  not  politically 
inspired  at  all,  and  I  just  hope  that  we 
are  going  to  use  our  intelligence  and  that 
we  are  not  going  to  use  the  “meat  ax’’ 
approach.  After  all,  the  only  cuts  that 
can  be  very  substantial  and  by  which 
we  can  really  hope  to  reduce  the  budget 
are  in  our  foreign  aid  and  our  military 
expenditures.  The  President  does  not 
want  to  cut  that,  but  he  says  even  there 
we  can  cut  to  some  extent. 

Let  me  tell  you,  my  friends,  I  am  also 
on  that  subcommittee,  and  I  think  our 
distinguished  chainnan,  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana,  will  tell  you  that  we  have 
done  a  good  job  of  pruning.  You  know, 
he  wields  a  wicked  pruning  knife,  and 
when  we  come  to  that  appropriation  we 
will  save  you  some  money.  You  cannot 
save  much  here,  but  we  will  save  you 
some  money  there,  and  I  know  that  the 
gentleman  from  TexEis  [Mr.  Mahon], 
my  distinguished  friend  and  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  is 
going  to  be  able  to  save  a  large  amount 
in  the  military  budget — up  into  the  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  But,  let  us  not  try  to 
pile  up  these  little  savings  here  at  the 
expense  of  this  department  and  at  the 
expense  of  the  folks  back  home  who  are. 


the  beneficiaries  of  these  splendid  pro¬ 
grams.  We  used  to  call  them  new  deal; 
we  iised  to  call  them  fair  deal,  but  now 
some  call  them  modeim  Republicanism; 
whatever  you  call  them,  the  programs 
have  been  established  by  this  Congress, 
and  they  have  been  continued  by  this 
Congress. 

Now,  let  us  try  to  be  reasonable  and 
sensible  as  we  go  ahead  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill,  and  I  will  guar¬ 
antee  you  that  we  are  going  to  cut  a  nice 
slice  out  of  the  foreign-aid  bill. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  indicate  that 
there  were  some  cuts  that  could  be  made 
here  on  the  floor  as  far  as  disease  control 
is  concerned.  I  do  not  believe  we  have 
come  to  that  section  of  the  bill  yet,  and 
I  do  not  believe  there  will  be  any  sub¬ 
stantial  cuts  made  in  the  facilities  of  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health.  I  believe 
the  amendments  so  far  have  been  almost 
entirely  to  personnel  services  and  not  any 
of  the  activities  of  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health,  because  we  have  not 
reached  that  part  of  the  bill  as  yet. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman,  and  I  hope  we  will  be  more 
careful  than  we  have  been  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  I  do  not  know  that 
these  cuts  we  have  made  are  going  to 
hurt  too  much,  but  I  think  maybe  some 
of  them  were  unwise.  But,  as  we  go  into 
this  most  important  field,  please  let  us 
be  careful. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  has  been 
talking  about  personnel.  Now,  then, 
when  the  health  services  for  Indians  were 
transferred  from  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  the  Public  Health  Service, 
they  transferred  over  some  3,750  em¬ 
ployees  from  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  The  transfer  was  supposed  to 
have  been  made  in  the  interest  of  effi¬ 
ciency  and  economy,  bringing  the  In¬ 
dians  under  the  United  States  Public 
Health  Service.  Lo  and  behold,  we  find 
that  they  have  added  800  employees. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  am  not  too  familiar 
with  the  Indian  situation  since  I  do  not 
have  even  a  cigar  store  Indian  in  my 
district.  But  I  am  sure  that  this  health 
function  was  transferred  to  the  Public 
Health  Service  because  it  was  felt  that 
the  Public  Health  Service  was  the  proper 
Service  to  handle  it  and  would  do  tha 
job  that  had  to  be  done. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  but  we  were  sup¬ 
posed  to  get  efficiency  and  economy; 
and  instead  they  go  800  more  employees. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  The  gentleman  is 
thinking  about  the  Hoover  Commission 
repoi*ts  now  and  not  about  that  transfer. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  thinking  about 
those  800  more  employees. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  As  the  author  of  the  bill 
providing  for  the  transfer  of  the  health 
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service  for  the  Indians  to  the  Public 
Health  Service,  no  promise  or  claim  was 
ever  made  that  it  would  save  us  money 
net.  This  was  an  attempt  to  clean  up  an 
utterly  disgraceful  situation,  in  which 
the  medical  care  of  our  own  Indians,  for 
whom  we  have  a  peculiar  responsibility, 
had  become  almost  indescribable.  We 
said  at  that  time  that  it  would  cost  more 
money.  Our  purpose  was  to  get  all  of 
the  health  activities  in  the  United  States 
under  one  head  so  that  the  same  agency 
that  takes  care  of  our  health  would  take 
care  of  the  Indians’,  and  vice  versa.  We 
recognized  that  it  would  take  more 
money.  But  we  felt  that  it  would  be 
good  economy,  because  these  Indian  res- 
eiwations  were  becoming  almost  foci  of 
infection  which  was  spreading  through¬ 
out  the  population. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  contribution.  This  subcom¬ 
mittee  agrees  with  your  thinking  and 
has  tried  to  give  the  Public  Health  Seiw- 
ice  the  money  to  do  a  good  job. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 
He  is  far  more  courteous  than  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  general  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  He  was  just  excited; 
I  am  not. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  cannot  help  but  note 
the  gentleman’s  [Mr.  Cannon]  comment 
that  to  eliminate  a  small  amount  like 
this  for  cancer  control  would  reduce  the 
cost  of  living.  In  my  estimation,  that 
kind  of  talk  is  pure  hysteria  and  has  no 
basis  of  sense. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
when  the  Public  Health  Service  took 
control  of  the  health  of  the  Indians, 
there  were  practically  no  health  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  Indians.  They  were  dying 
like  flies  fi’om  tubeixulosis.  Since  the 
Public  Health  Service  has  taken  control, 
the  death  rate  from  tuberculosis  among 
the  Indians  has  almost  reached  the  level 
of  that  of  the  other  people  of  the  United 
States.  We  have  established  hospitals 
and  other  facilities  so  that  something  is 
now  being  done  for  the  health  of  the 
Indians. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  am  sure  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman’s  con¬ 
tribution. 

(Mr.  LANHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  much  has  been  said  on 
the  subject  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
research  program.  I  am  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  that  subject.  Our  subcom¬ 
mittee  heard  185  witnesses.  We  took 
1,700  pages  of  testimony.  We  were  in 
session  for  practically  a  month  from 
10:00  a.  m.  until  about  6  p.  m.  We  heard 
some  extremely  important  witnesses  on 
this  question. 

Dr.  Paul  White,  who  was  the  specia¬ 
list  attending  President  Eisenhower  fol¬ 


lowing  his  heart  attack,  was  one  of  the 
witnesses  foi'  the  Heart  Institute.  Dr. 
Farber  of  the  Massachusetts  General 
Hospital  testified  concerning  cancer  re¬ 
search.  The  dean  of  the  Johns  Hopkins 
University  medical  school  appeared  be¬ 
fore  our  committee.  Leading  authorities 
on  mental  health,  arthritis,  and  so  forth, 
appeared  before  us;  and  they  presented 
the  argument,  supported  by  figures,  that 
the  amount  of  money  provided  for  these 
research  programs  should  be  consider¬ 
ably  greater  than  it  is  at  the  present 
time. 

It  is  not  fair  to  say  to  the  medical  re¬ 
searchers  that  we  will  spend  a  certain 
sum  of  money  for  cancer  research  only 
if  you  find  a  cure.  Of  course,  no  one  can 
guarantee  finding  a  cure  in  any  kind  of 
medical  research.  When  Dr.  Salk  was 
given  a  prize  for  discovery  of  a  polio 
vaccine,  he  said  that  he  could  not  ac¬ 
cept  that  reward  for  himself,  but  that  it 
should  be  considered  as  a  reward  to  all 
science;  because  what  he  achieved  was 
built  on  the  work  of  other  men.  I  can 
assure  you  that  the  National  Health  In¬ 
stitutes  work  with  every  private  society 
that  raises  funds  for  medical  research. 
They  work  with  other  public  authorities 
in  their  research  effort.  The  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Cancer  Society,  the  Heart 
Society,  and  the  Mental  Health  Society, 
as  I  said  before,  all  appeared  before  our 
committee. 

Now  about  medical  research  by  private 
industry:  There  is  some  talk  about  the 
fact  that  several  million  dollars  of  un¬ 
used  research  funds  are  going  to  revert 
to  the  Treasury.  What  the  Health  In¬ 
stitutes  had  planned  to  do  was  to  make 
contracts  with  the  pharmaceutical  com¬ 
panies  to  conduct  research  on  chemo¬ 
therapy  for  cancer.  Many  thousands  of 
drugs  were  to  be  considered  with  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  finding  out  which  of  these  drugs 
might  provide  a  cure  or  a  deterrent  in 
any  way  to  cancer. 

The  Health  Institutes  found  they  were 
unable  to  place  these  contracts  except  on 
a  cost-plus-a-fixed-fee  basis,  and  for 
that  reason  they  could  not  get  the  con¬ 
tracts  approved  by  other  Government 
authority.  That  is  the  reason  this  money 
is  reverting  to  the  Treasury. 

So  far  as  our  research  programs  in 
connection  with  infectious  diseases  are 
concerned,  they  have  made  great  head¬ 
way.  Tuberculosis  is  only  about  seventh 
the  menace  as  it  was  when  it  once 
ranked  as  the  leading  killer.  I  heard 
one  of  the  doctors  concerned  with  this 
research  says  that  they  could  not  find 
a  case  of  smallpox  to  exhibit  to  the 
medical  students  so  they  would  know 
what  it  was.  One  of  them  told  me  he 
had  not  seen  a  new  case  of  locomotor 
ataxia  in  3  years.  So  the  research  in 
infectious  diseases  has  gone  a  long  way. 

But  more  Americans  will  die  of  can¬ 
cer  this  year  than  were  killed  in  World 
War  n.  More  men  will  die  of  heart 
trouble  in  the  United  States  this  year 
than  have  died  in  all  the  wars  our  coun¬ 
try  has  fought. 

I  think  any  nation  that  can  spend  $38 
billion  a  year  for  defense  and  arma¬ 
ments — any  nation  that  can  carry  on  a 
research  program  whereby  we  can  split 
the  atom — can  spend  a  comparatively 


small  sum  of  money  for  medical  re¬ 
search.  I  think  it  is  a  great  and  worth¬ 
while  field.  Like  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  I  Mr.  Fogarty],  I  am  only 
sorry  more  money  has  not  been  ex¬ 
pended  in  this  cause.  I  think  we  are 
seeing  great  progress  on  one  of  the  finest 
programs  the  Government  has. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  sdeld? 

Ml-.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  a  few 
minutes  ago  in  connection  with  a  col¬ 
loquy  over  the  transfer  of  the  Indian 
Health  Service  said  something  about  the 
drop  in  the  rate  of  tuberculosis  among 
the  Indians.  Will  the  gentleman  restate 
the  figures? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  do  not  have  the  fig¬ 
ures  here,  but  the  percentage  of  reduc¬ 
tion  is  sharp.  They  showed  that  when 
the  Public  Health  Service  took  over  this 
work  the  death  rate  of  the  Indians  was 
very  high  from  tuberculosis.  That  has 
been  cut  down  now  until  it  very  nearly 
approaches  the  death  rate  of  other  peo¬ 
ple  with,tuberculosis. 

Mr,  GROSS.  That  transfer  was  made 
effective  not  more  than  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Then  it  was  within  2 
years’  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  was  less  than  2  years 
ago  that  the  transfer  was  made. 

Mr.  DENTON.  It  was  not  much  over 
2  years  ago. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Can  you  drop  the  rate 
of  tuberculosis  in  2  years? 

Mr.  FCXJARTY.  It  was  just  2  years 
ago  that  these  responsibilities  were 
transferred  to  the  Public  Health  Service 
from  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
At  that  time  we  found  these  conditions 
exactly  as  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota,  Dr.  JtTDD,  has  explained,  in  such  a 
bad  way  that  we  said  to  the  Public 
Health  Service,  “You  are  going  to  have 
the  responsibility.  We  want  you  to  go 
in  there  and  do  a  good  job.”  As  a  result 
we  did  give  them  additional  personnel 
because  of  the  conditions  we  found  out 
there.  In  this  year’s  budget  we  have 
not  given  them  any  more  than  we  did 
in  1957.  We  did  give  them  a  jump  last 
year  because  of  the  necessity  to  do  some¬ 
thing  in  this  field. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Cannon,  Mr.  Denton  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
just  made  some  computation  of  what 
has  been  done  as  to  reducing  this  appro¬ 
priation  in  2  days’  time  here,  and  we  are 
going  on  a  third.  The  actual  amount 
of  money  that  has  been  cut  out  of  this 
appropriation  is  $657,100.  There  have 
been  “phony”  cuts  of  a  little  over  $14 
million  in  programs  where  existing  law 
does  not  permit  any  real  cuts  by  way  of 
an  appropriation  bill.  Probably  most  of 
this  $14-million  cut  will  be  restored 
when  the  bill  gets  to  the  Senate.  When 
you  get  through,  I  doubt  if  you  will  have 
accomplished  a  great  deal  of  real  reduc¬ 
tion,  beyond  what  our  committee  recom¬ 
mended.  on  this  whole  appropriation  bill. 
I  wish  we  could  get  along  with  it. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chaii-man,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida, 

Mr.  HALEY.  Is  the  gentleman  aware 
of  the  fact  that  the  man  who  now  heads 
the  Indian  Health  and  Welfare  Service  in 
the  present  department  was  also  head  of 
that  same  service  when  he  was  with  the 
Interior  Department  on  loan? 

Mr.  DENTON.  No;  I  do  not  know 
that;  but  I  do  know  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  now  has  charge  of  it,  and 
you  will  find  it  is  a  commissioner  service. 
It  is  a  service  with  a  very  high  esprit 
de  corps.  They  have  accomplished  a 
great  deal  in  the  way  of  public  health 
for  all  Americans.  I  think  that  so  long 
as  the  Indians  are  wards  of  the  Federal 
Government — and,  after  all,  we  did  take 
their  land  away  from  them — we  owe 
them  decent  care.  We  should  treat 
them  fairly,  and  they  should  have  as 
good  health  facilities  as  the  rest  of  the 
people  of  the  Unite  dStates  have.  All 
that  was  done  was  to  give  the  Indians 
the  same  public  health  service  that  the 
rest  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
have. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  well  aware  of  the  fact  that  Dr. 
Shaw  who  previously  headed  this  de¬ 
partment  in  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  appeared  before  the  committee 
and  he  was  very  critical  of  his  own  work 
that  he  had  been  doing  for  years. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  think  there  were 
about  185  witnesses  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  I  cannot  remember  them  all. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  think  if  it  is  as  bad 
as  he  says  it  is,  we  ought  to  get  somebody 
else  to  head  up  this  work  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  am  sure  that  I  do  not 
have  anything  to  do  with  selecting  their 
officials. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  wonder  if  there  is  any 
reason  why  we  are  discussing  items  in 
the  bill  that  will  not  come  up  until  to¬ 
morrow,  and  I  wonder  why  we  should  not 
face  the  music  as  we  go  along  here. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Of  course,  the  Public 
Health  Service  has  been  mentioned  by 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  in  his 
discussion,  and  my  remarks  refer  to  some 
of  the  things  he  said. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  tseems  to  me  that  we 
ought  to  get  to  work. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  150  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  our  hearts 
stirred  now  for  about  an  hour  and  twenty 
minutes.  We  have  had  them  stirred  by 
general  talk  about  the  bill  and  particu¬ 
larly  about  the  items  that  have  not  come 
up  as  yet.  I  am  wondering  if  this  is  a 
filibuster.  But,  I  am  going  to  take  just 
5  minutes  to  try  to  stir  your  minds  on  a 
specific  item  found  in  this  bill.  The  item 
is  found  on  page  25,  at  the  top  of  the 
page,  and  it  is  an  appropriation  of  $50 
million  to  help  municipalities  to  build 
sewage  disposal  plants — sewage  disposal 
plants.  That  is  the  subject  and  the 


amount  is  $50  million.  I  have  a  motion 
at  the  Clerk’s  desk  to  strike  out  that 
$50  million,  but  I  have  been  told  that  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Burleson] 
has  the  same  motion.  So,  I  am  going  to 
withdraw  mine  and  let  him  have  the 
credit  for  it.  But  I  do  want  to  argue  a 
little  bit  for  his  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Oglesby,  III.,  my  home¬ 
town,  has  yoted  to  issue  $500,000  worth 
of  bonds  to  build  a  new  school  building, 
and  $350,000  worth  of  bonds  to  build  a 
sewage-disposal  plant.  The  people  of 
Oglesby  believe  in  standing  upon  their 
own  feet  and  taking  care  of  their  own 
needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  city  of  Oglesby  has 
an  efficient  city  government  and  a  rather 
unusual  city  clerk.  He  hands  out  along 
with  his  monthly  bills  some  of  his  eco¬ 
nomic  and  financial  views.  The  follow¬ 
ing  is  an  excellent  sample — well  worth 
citing; 

Many  American  citizens  Justifiably 
alarmed  and  angered  by  hlgb  Federal  taxes 
and  a  swollen  Federal  budget  wonder  what 
one  citizen  can  do  about  It.  The  easy  way 
would  be  to  accept  this  bloated  Washington 
business  and  do  nothing  about  it.  If  you 
feel  that  your  efforts  would  be  pimy,  you 
are  not  a  worthy  descendant  of  the  men  who 
founded  this  Nation  •  •  *. 

It  makes  no  sense  for  citizens  or  news¬ 
papers  to  talk  out  of  both  sides  of  the  mouth 
about  high  Federal  taxes.  Some  of  us  who 
were  in  city  business  25  years  ago — when  the 
welfare  state  began  during  the  depression — 
may  have  moments  when  we  regret  any  re¬ 
quests  that  we  made  for  Federal  aid,  but  we 
at  least  had  a  depression.  When  WPA  ended 
we  put  it  behind  us.  It  ill  becomes  some  of 
our  neighbor  cities  to  be  asking  for  Federal 
help  to  abate  sewage  pollution  when  their 
resources  are  equal  or  superior  to  those  of 
Oglesby.  We  are  at  least  paying  our  own 
way. 

An  ideal  Congress  would  be  one  that  would 
cease  posing  as  world  savers  and  shapers, 
operate  as  inexpensively  as  possible,  spend 
time  repealing  legislation,  go  fishing  fre¬ 
quently,  and  let  the  States  and  cities  help 
themselves. 

More  city  clerks  should  follow  the  ex¬ 
ample  of  Edward  Hand,  the  city  clerk  of 
Oglesby,  and  more  cities  should  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  stand  upon  their  own  feet, 
hoe  their  own  row,  and  look  after  their 
own  needs.  If  charity  begins  at  home, 
so  should  municipal  responsibility  begin 
at  home. 

In  order  to  help  place  municipal  re¬ 
sponsibility  where  it  belongs  we  should 
cut  out  of  this  bill  the  $50  million  carried 
in  it  for  municipal  sewage  disposal 
plants. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  one  goes  to  the 
bedside  of  a  desperately  ill  child  there  is 
no  counting  of  pennies  or  figuring  of  how 
to  balance  the  household  budget.  Over 
every  home  in  our  country  is  hanging  the 
fear  of  visitation  upon  the  loved  ones  in 
that  home  of  one  of  the  dread  diseases 
for  which  there  now  is  no  cure.  Medical 
research  will  find  the  cures  and  through 
medical  research  will  come  the  lifting  of 
the  tormenting  fears  that  plague  us  daily 
as  we  are  shocked  by  the  sudden  taking 
of  dear  friends,  victims  of  cancer,  of 
heart  and  other  fatal  ailments. 

I  credit  every  Member  in  this  House 
with  the  sincere  desire  to  practice  econ¬ 


omy,  and  I  think  that  desire  comes  from 
the  honest  intent  to  cut  down  the  spend¬ 
ing  by  this  Government  and  thus  to 
strengthen  our  country  and  to  benefit  our 
taxpayers. 

I  had  hoped  that  in  the  field  of  medical 
research  there  would  be  a  forgetting  of 
the  urge  to  cut.  That  urge  to  cut  and  cut 
into  appropriations  as'  deeply  as  is 
humanly  possible,  where  the  cutting  is 
not  at  the  sacrifice  of  our  security  or  of 
our  welfare,  is  a  proper  and  highly  com¬ 
mendable  urge.  But  any  cut  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  medical  research,  even  to  the 
extent  of  1  cent,  if  such  as  well  it  might 
would  halt  our  approach  to  the  complete 
conquering  of  dreaded  killer  diseases,  is 
no  more  to  be  considered  than  the  count¬ 
ing  of -pennies  at  the  bedside  of  a  gravely 
ill  loved  one.  This  is  a  field  in  which 
there  must  be  no  diminution  of  our 
effort. 

I  have  said  many  times  in  reporting  to 
my  constituents  that  the  outstanding 
achievement  of  the  84th  Congress  was 
the  medical -research  program  to  which 
the  people  of  this  country  and  of  the 
world  will  forever  be  indebted  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Fogarty].  It  was  the  great¬ 
est  health-research  program  ever  em¬ 
barked  upon  by  any  nation  in  all  the 
long  history  of  the  world.  It  was  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  looked  forward  to  the  con¬ 
quering  of  all  the  frightful  human  ail¬ 
ments  that  are  striking  tragically  into 
the  homes  of  our  country.  It  was  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  in  its  development  meant  to 
me  that  my  life  would  be  lengthened,  and 
to  every  person  now  living  the  same  as¬ 
surance  of  a  lengthened  span  of  life.  It 
was  a  program  that,  extended  into  the 
field  of  international  relations,  would 
give  assurance  of  peace  a  thousand¬ 
fold  greater  than  that  of  any  other  ef¬ 
fort. 

The  Department  of  Defense  of  our 
country  spends  in  excess  of  $1  billion  a 
year  exclusively  for  research  in  weapons 
to  kill  and  to  protect  against  being  killed. 
This  billion  dollars  a  year  and  more  is 
exclusively  for  research.  We  have  been 
spending  that  amount  every  year  for 
quite  a  period  and  when  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  appeared  before  a  committee 
of  which  I  was  a  member  and  I  asked 
him  how  long  this  expenditure  of  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year  and  more  in  research 
would  continue, ,  he  answered  it  would 
continue  as  far  into  the  future  as  was 
foreseeable. 

Our  program  of  health  research  has 
for  its  purpose,  not  the  destruction  of 
life,  but  the  protection  of  human  lives 
against  ailments  for  which  there  are  now 
no  known  cures  but  for  which  cures  will 
come  as  certainly  as  day  follows  the 
night  if  the  health-research  program  is 
not  destroyed.  The  new  medicines  that 
we  discover,  the  cures  and  the  treat¬ 
ments,  are  made  available  not  only  to 
our  own  people  but  to  the  peoples  of  all 
the  world.  This  is  the  sure  way  of  reach¬ 
ing  into  the  hearts  and  the  minds  of 
peoples  in  other  lands.  They  have  their 
lov^  ones  and  they  have  the  same  dread 
of  killer  diseases  that  strike  into  their 
homes  as  have  we.  When  from  the 
United  States  there  comes  into  any  land 
a  medicine  or  a  treatment  that  puts  an 
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end  to  the  reign  of  tormenting  diseases, 
the  friendship  for  us  of  the  peoples  of 
that  land  will  be  measured  by  the  rule 
of  the  good  Samaritan. 

The  men  and  women  of  the  district  in 
Chicago  that  I  have  the  honor  to  repre¬ 
sent,  I  am  sure,  do  not  wish  me  to  vote 
for  reducing  by  as  much  as  one  red  cent 
the  money  that  our  Federal  Government 
is  putting  into  the  health-research  pro¬ 
gram.  We  are  very  proud  in  my  district 
of  the  great  contribution  that  the  out¬ 
standing  scientists  and  the  renowned 
medical  men  at  the  University  of 
Chicago  are  making  to  the  program.  It 
is  in  Chicago  that  one  of  our  great 
merchant  princes,  his  beloved  brother 
having  in  his  prime  fallen  a  victim  of 
cancer,  is  devoting  his  fortune  and  his 
driving  genius  to  the  fight  to  find  the 
medical  treatment  that  is  bound,  before 
many  years  have  passed,  to  end  the 
plague  of  cancer.  Maurice  Goldblatt, 
this  merchant  prince  of  Chicago,  who  is 
devoting  his  fortune  and  his  time  in  this 
fight  to  end  the  plague  that  took  his 
brother’s  life,  is  supported  by  an  organi¬ 
zation  the  headquarters  of  which  are 
located  in  the  Second  District  of  Illinois. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  too  have  reason 
for  a  personal  interest.  That  is  in  the 
emotion  and  the  grief  of  a  long-ago  yes¬ 
terday.  I  was  the  father  of  a  little  girl, 
my  only  daughter.  One  day  going  to 
school  in  play  she  fell  and  her  head  hit 
on  the  hard  sidewalk.  At  that  time 
medical  science  had  no  known  cure.  For 
6  weeks  l  was  at  the  bedside  of  the 
daughter  of  my  pride  and  of  my  deep 
love,  watching  a  beautiful  flower  fade. 
Nothing  in  the  then  knowledge  of  medi¬ 
cine  could  be  done;  and  yet  I  knew  that, 
in  the  years  to  come,  with  research,  medi¬ 
cine  would  have  found  the  cure.  I  do 
not  want  the  grief  and  the  loss  that  I 
experienced  in  that  long-ago  yesterday 
to  come  to  any  other  parent  when  the 
cure  that  might  have  come  from  re¬ 
search  did  not  arrive  in  time  because 
I  had  voted  to  curtail  a  health-research 
program  that  would  have  found  the  cure. 

Thei'e  is  no  greater  work  in  which  this 
Government  could  be  engaged  than  that 
of  medical  research  to  find  the  cures  for 
dread  killer  diseases.  Every  penny  we 
spend  in  such  a  program  is  a  penny  well 
spent.  There  is  not  a  home  in  America 
today  where  the  mother  and  the  father 
sit  with  their  children  in  the  family 
circle,  and  always  with  the  fear  that  one 
of  the  dread  killer  diseases  might  strike 
at  that  happy  family  circle,  where  there 
is  any  desire  that  we  should  practice 
economy  at  the  price  of  taking  from 
them  the  protection  of  that  which  in 
life  is  most  precious  to  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  speaking  with 
emotion.  I  am  certain  it  is  an  emotion 
no  different  from  that  that  must  be  felt 
by  every  Member  of  this  body  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  It  was  only  a  few 
days  ago  that  one  of  our  fonner  col¬ 
leagues,  the  beloved  Harold  Hagan,  only 
55  years  of  age  and  apparently  in  the 
pink  of  condition,  dropped  dead  with  a 
heart  ailment.  It  was  not  long  ago  that 
our  colleague,  F’rank  Keefe,  was  stand¬ 
ing  at  the  table  where  now  stands  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  fighting 
evei'y  inch  of  the  way  as  now  John 


Fogarty  is  dong,  for  an  enlargement  of 
our  health  research  program.  His  last 
speech  in  this  Chamber  was  for  a  larger 
appropriation,  and  I  can  see  him  in  my 
memory  now  throwing  into  his  speech 
every  particle  of  his  virile  personality. 
Not  many  months  afterward  Prank 
Keefe,  crossing  the  street  in  his  home 
city  in  Wisconsin,  dropped  dead.  Many 
in  this  Chamber  were  the  wann  personal 
friends  of  the  distinguished  son  of  Ohio 
who  was  affectionately  known  as  “Mr. 
Republican.’’  None  realized  when  he 
was  last  a  candidate  for  the  presidency 
of  the  United  Staes  in  the  ^publican 
Convention,  that  cancer  already  had 
seeded  itself  in  him  and  that  Very  shortly 
after  the  inauguration  of  Pi'esident 
Eisenhower  he  was  to  pass  to  the  life 
eternal,  victim  of  a  dread  disease  that 
can  be  conquered  if  we  do  not  halt  and 
drag  our  feet  in  the  health  research  pro¬ 
gram  upon  which  we  have  engaged. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  day  comes, 
as  soon  it  will  if  we  are  not  faint  of  heart, 
that  the  reign  of  these  dread  killer 
diseases  has  ended,  the  name  of  John 
Fogarty  will  be  blessed  in  every  home  in 
this  and  other  lands.  There  is  ho  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body  who  is  held  by  his  col¬ 
leagues  in  higher  esteem  or  in  warmer 
affection.  In  the  84th  Congress,  when 
we  embarked  upon  the  greatest  health 
research  program  in  all  history,  this 
Chamber  rang  with  the  loudest  applause 
that  I  remember  in  tribute  to  the  great 
American  responsible  for  that  program, 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty].  The  present  debate  has  been 
long,  motivated,  I  am  sure,  by  a  sincere 
desire  on  the  part  of  everyone  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  effect  economy  in 
Federal  expenditures,  but  when  the  vote 
is  taken  on  any  amendment  to  weaken 
the  health  research  program,  if  such 
amendment  there  should  be,  I  am  con¬ 
fident  that  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  will  have  proof  that  his  labors 
to  save  mankind  from  the  physical  ills 
that  plague  it  have  the  appreciation  and 
the  approval  of  his  colleagues  in  this 
body.  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parlaimentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

/  Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  not 
the  regular  order  the  reading  of  the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Paragi’aph  by  par¬ 
agraph,  yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  de¬ 
mand  the  regular  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

^  BUREAUS  OP  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics,  Including  advances  or  reimbursement 
to  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and 
their  employees  for  services  rendered,  and 
not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  services  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $7,470,000. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mi’,  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr  Murray:  On 
page  11,  line  7,  strike  out  "$7,470,000”  and  In¬ 
sert  ”$7,124,000.” 


Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  bring  about  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $250,000  in  the  appropriation  for 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  My 
amendment  would  give  this  Bureau  the 
entire  amount  it  had  in  its  budget  for 
the  present  fiscal  year,  1957,  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  it  would  also  add  $327,000  which  is 
the  mandatory  contribution  that  this 
bureau  must  make  to  the  retii’ement 
fund. 

This  reduction  of  $256,000  is  certainly 
justifiable  because  the  increase  of  $256,- 
000  represents  an  expansion  of  present 
studies  and  programs  with  new  or  addi¬ 
tional  employees.  This  agency  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  gathering  of  statistics, 
preparation  of  consumer  price  indexes 
and  making  various  studies  of  employ¬ 
ment,  hours,  earnings  and  labor  turn¬ 
over.  I  am  quite  familiar  with  the  head 
of  this  bureau,  Mr.  Ewan  Clague,  who  Is 
a  very  capable,  efficient,  competent  offi¬ 
cial.  He  has  appeared  before  the  House 
committee  of  which  I  am  chairman  on 
different  occasions. 

Now,  I  am  sure  that  he  can  get  along 
with  the  present  number  of  employees. 

If  my  amendment  is  not  approved,  this 
Bureau  will  hire  about  60  or  70  new  em¬ 
ployees  for  making  expansion  of  certain 
studies  on  automation,  consumers  price 
index,  and  so  forth.  I  cannot  see  why 
expansion  of  these  various  studies  is  jus¬ 
tified  by  the  employment  of  additional 
personnel.  Certainly  this  Bureau  can 
practice  a  little  more  economy  and 
tighten  its  belt  and  get  along  on  the  same 
appropriation  for  the  next  fiscal  year 
that  it  has  for  the  present  fiscal  year.  I 
appeal  to  you  to  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes,  the  last  5 
minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  I 
[Mr.  Hiestand]. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
people  of  this  coimtry  want  expense  re¬ 
duction.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
Member  of  this  House  who  Questions 
that.  Certainly  we  have  heard  from  the 
grassroots.  We  may  have  heard  from 
some  pressure  groups,  but  by  and  large 
it  is  the  grassroots  we  have  been  heai’ing 
from. 

I  happen  to  have  had  a  questionnaire 
but  without  a  specific  question  about  re¬ 
duction  of  expense.  However,  this  great 
pile  of  hundreds  of  letters  have  come  in 
on  their  own,  specifically  and  emphati¬ 
cally  demanding  expense  reduction, 
many  of  them  enclosing  clippings  and 
documents. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  this  body 
that  we  are  the  voice  of  the  people;  that 
it  is  time  we  express  the  words  of  the 
people  and  the  words  of  the  various  me¬ 
morials  of  our  State  legislatures  and  city 
governments.  Yes,  I  know  the  Con¬ 
gress  voted  many  of  these  projects,  but 
the  projects  and  the  bureaus  are  mush¬ 
rooming,  and  they  have  been  doing  so. 
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May  I  suggest  that  authorization  of  all 
of  them  does  not  necessarily  mean  auto¬ 
matic  appropriation.  Authorization  does 
not  mean  automatic  appropriation.  His¬ 
tory  is  full  of  these  exceptions  where  we 
have  voted  to  approve  something,  but 
v/e  have  heard  from  the  people  and  we 
have  refused  to  appropriate  the  money. 
Now,  that  can  be  done  again  and  again. 
Capital  expenses  do  not  have  to  be  re¬ 
peated.  Nonrecurring  expenses  do  not 
have  to  be  repeated.  Projects  can  be 
deferred.  Much  payroll  can  be  saved  by 
way  of  attrition.  The  people  want  re¬ 
ductions.  This  bill  as  a  whole  can  result 
in  greater  expenditures  than  the  admin¬ 
istration  requested,  because  there  are  in 
the  bill,  as  you  know,  about  5  headings 
which  have  by  law  to  be  requisitioned, 
and  the  $118  million  suggested  cut  from 
the  requested  budget  by  the  committee, 
can  easily  be  eaten  up.  There  is  $90 
million  that  has  been  called  a  phony  re¬ 
duction.  Maybe  it  is  a  reduction — and 
we  hope  it  is — but  it  could  be  an  increase- 
plus  item.  In  that  case  we  shall,  if  we 
vote  the  committee’s  bill,  even  vote  an 
increase  instead  of  decrease. 

So,  we  have  got  to  hold  the  line  to  last 
year,  and  that  is  what  the  maker  of  this 
amendment  suggests. 

I  suggest  no  reflection  on  the  very  able 
head  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
Mr.  Clague.  He  is  an  able  and  consci¬ 
entious  public  servant.  There  is  no 
denying  that.  But,  in  1956  they  spent 
$6,407,000.  We  increased  it  $485,000  for 
1957.  Now  we  are  asked  to  increase  it 
$583,000  more.  But  when  we  add  back 
the  provision  for  the  retirement  fund, 
it  can  be  adjusted  to  the  amendment  as 
it  is. 

May  I  suggest,  also,  that  we  might  do 
some  improving  in  what  we  are  spending 
the  money  for.  I  have  here  two  very 
well  gotten  up,  thorough  volumes  of  the 
directory  of  labor  organizations  of 
Eui’ope.  I  asked  for  a  directory  of  the 
independent  labor  unions  of  the  United 
States.  We  must  realize  that  the 
spokesmen  for  some  members  of  our 
Government  are  speaking  in  behalf  of 
the  CIO  and  the  AFL.  They  ignore  the 
vast  number  of  independeht  unions, 
which  have  more  than  5  million  mem¬ 
bers  I  am  told,  and  the  45  million  un¬ 
organized  workers.  And  yet  we  do  not 
have  enough  money  in  the  budget,  I  am 
told,  for  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
to  get  out  a  small  directory  of  our  oWn 
independent  unions;  but  we  can  put  out 
these  publications  on  European  labor 
unions. 

There  are  special  studies,  and  there 
are  continuing  studies,  but  some  can  be 
adjusted.  It  is  provided  here  that  there 
will  be  a  number  of  more  employees  in 
this  expansion.  Let  me  reiterate.  I 
have  the  most  wholesome  respect  for  the 
head  of  that  Bureau,  but  I  am  sure  in 
this  case,  just  as  in  a  number  of  other 
cases,  that  we  can  take  up  this  slack, 
and  convince  the  people  of  this  country 
that  we  are  endeavoring  to  hold  the  line. 
This  still  gives  them  an  increase,  but 
they  can  make  these  exceptions  and  sub¬ 
stitute  some  programs  which  do  not  have 
to  be  continuing.  I  support  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  to  reduce  the  budg¬ 
et  back  at  least  to  last  year’s  expendi¬ 


tures  plus  the  retirement  fund  adjust¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Boggs).  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  to  close  the 
debate  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
the  Bureau  of.  Employees  Compensation 
got  by  without  any  suggested  cuts  from 
my  friends  on  my  left,  I  thought  maybe 
the  press  conference  of  the  President 
on  yesterday  had  had  some  effect  on 
the  piecemeal  budget  cuts  you  have  been 
operating  on  here  for  the  last  couple  of 
days.  But  now  I  see  that  you  have 
passed  that  one  over  and  we  have  come 
to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics;  and  I 
notice  that  you  are  back  at  it  again. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  thought  this  amend¬ 
ment  was  offered  by  a  Member  on  the 
gentleman’s  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  was,  but  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  votes  for  it  are  going  to 
come  from  your  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  JONAS.  That  remains  to  be  seen. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  right,  because  then  I  will  be  sure 
that  the  President  had  some  effect  on 
you  and  your  leadership  in  the  chastise¬ 
ment  that  he  gave  you  yesterday  in  the 
papers.  From  the  New  York  Times  ar¬ 
ticle  apparently  the  Eisenhower  Repub¬ 
licans  were  beginning  to  believe  that  the 
President  had  deserted  them  and  they 
were  very  pleased  to  find  that  he  had 
come  out  and  taken  a  definite  stand  on 
the  budget  now.  But  the  orthodox  Re¬ 
publicans  were  kind  of  glum  and  grumpy, 
as  I  read  the  New  York  Times  this  morn¬ 
ing,  at  the  relevation  of  the  President’s 
standing  by  his  guns  and  accusing  the 
leaders  of  this  economy  bloc  of  “fatuoiis 
and  foolish”  cuts  in  a  budget  that  was 
arrived  at  intelligently  by  him  and  all 
his  people  in  the  administration. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  am  wondering  if  the 
gentleman  really  thinks  that  this  cut 
would  impair  the  operations  of  the  De¬ 
partment.  I  gathered  from  the  fact  that 
he  has  proceeded  thus  far  on  generali¬ 
ties  that  he  does  not  feel  that  that  would 
be  the  result. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  happen  to  be  in  a 
good  mood  today,  knowing  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  had  said  yesterday  at  his  press 
conference  what  we  Democrats  have 
been  saying  for  2  days.  I  do  not  know 
whether  or  not  he  has  been  following  the 
Committee’s  recommendations  here  or 
the  debate  that  has  been  doing  on.  But 
the  statements  that  were  made  by  those 
of  us  who  have  been  supporting  the 
Committee’s  stand  for  the  past  2  days 
were  practically  reiterated  by  your  Pres¬ 
ident  and  my  President  at  his  press  con¬ 
ference  yesterday.  And  I  assume  he  is 
still  your  leader  as  he  is  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  and  is  of  your  politi¬ 
cal  faith. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  have  not  been  able  to 
figure  out  whether  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  or  the  President  is  indulg¬ 
ing  in  wishful  hoping. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  both  are  at  this 
time,  and  as  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas!  said,  we  will  see. 
There  will  be  a  division  and  we  will  see 
who  stands  up  in  support  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  programs. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  was  trying  to  get  to 
the  effect  that  this  cut  will  have. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  simply  wanted  to  com¬ 
ment.  in  regard  to  the  gentleman’s  re¬ 
marks  concerning  the  statements  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  that  there 
is  another  subcommittee  on  which  the 
gentleman  and  I  serve,  and  he  will  recall 
that  when  the  budget  was  presented  on 
yesterday,  the  first  announcement,  in 
connection  with  the  Civil  Functions 
Budget  was  that  it  was  cut  $1314  million 
by  order  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  By  the  President. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  think  that  would  show 
the  attitude  of  the  President  perhaps 
more  than  a  statement  which  was  not 
directed  at  the  action  of  this  House. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  He  seemed  to  imply 
yesterday  that  those  of  you  who  voted 
for  that  huge  public-works  authoriza¬ 
tion  last  year,  to  authorize  public-works 
projects  without  having  detailed  plans 
and  specifications,  were  doing  it  for  po¬ 
litical  purposes.  If  I  remember  correct¬ 
ly,  that  vote  was  substantially  high  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  I  suppose  he  was 
accusing  those  who  voted  for  that  pork 
barrel  bill  a  year  ago  of  doing  it  only 
for  political  purposes. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
$13,500,000  recommendation  to  cut  the 
public  works  civil  functions  bill  comes 
from  the  President  in  this  instance?  Is 
that  not  so? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  That  is  so. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Is  it  not  so  that  you 
are  doing  the  cutting  on  the  floor  here? 
The  cuts  here  are  not  recommended  by 
the  President. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Let  me  tell  you  what 
this  amendment  will  do.  It  will  cut  out 
$100,000  for  the  initiation  of  a  contin¬ 
uing  program  of  consumer  expenditure 
surveys  to  assist  in  insuring  that  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Price  Index  is  valid.  That  is  one 
of  the  most  important  things  we  have 
today.  It  is  something  that  business, 
labor,  and  management,  are  dependent 
upon.  The  wages  of  4  million  workers 
are  dependent  upon  the  accuracy  and 
the  availability  of  this  consumers’  price 
index.  Today  a  rise  of  one-half  a  point 
in  the  cost  of  living  means  an  annual 
wage  increase  to  4  million  people  of  $80 
million.  That  is  only  one  thing  you  are 
cutting  out  by  this  amendment.  It 
would  also  cut  out  funds  for  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  a  3 -year  program  to  shift  the 
employment,  hours,  earnings,  and  labor 
turnover  data  to  the  new  standard  in¬ 
dustrial  classification  'System  in  order 
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that  these  statistics  may  be  comparable 
with  statistics  which  are  published  else¬ 
where  in  the  Government;  $50,000  for 
statistical  analysis  of  some  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  affecting  older  workers;  and  $120,- 
000  for  the  analysis  of  the  effects  of  tariff 
changes  on  United  States  employment. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  has 
recommended  a  modest  program  increase 
for  this  Bureau,  which  provides  the  facts 
and  figures  on  which  the  people  of  this 
counti-y  have  come  to  rely.  I  wonder  if 
the  Members  of  the  House  really  un¬ 
derstand  how  much  the  figures  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  mean  to  the 
working  people  and  to  the  business  con¬ 
cerns  of  this  country.  For  example, 
right  now  the  wages  of  millions  of  work¬ 
ers  in  this  country  are  tied  automatically 
to  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  A  single 
point  change  in  this  index  can  mean  a 
rise  or  fall  of  $160  million  in  annual 
payrolls.  Think  how  important  it  is, 
both  for  working  people  and  for  their 
employers,  to  be  confident  that  this  index 
is  as  sound  and  is  accurate  as  it  can  be 
made.  Management  and  labor  have 
shown  their  confidence  in  the  Bui’eau  by 
negotiating  long-term  contracts  based 
on  its  figures.  Such  contracts  couldn’t 
be  written  without  this  index.  Can  you 
imagine  the  chaos  which  might  result  if 
people’s  confidence  in  these  figures  is 
shaken?  What  about  the  industrial  dis¬ 
putes  that  might  result?  Might  not  the 
stability  we  have  had  in  labor-manage¬ 
ment  relations  during  recent  years  be 
upset? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired.  AU  time  has  expired. 

'The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  tMr.  Murray]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  being  in  doubt,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  divided  and  there  were — ayes  92, 
noes  63. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Ml’.  Chaii’man,  I  have  sat  here  now 
for  a  couple  of  days.  While  I  have  been 
reluctant  to  say  anything  in  connection 
with  this  bill,  noting  the  trend  and  the 
fact  that  this  is  an  administration  bill, 
I  am  disturbed  at  some  of  the  comment 
regarding  the  infiux  of  mail  and  the 
great  demands  that  are  being  made  on 
every  Member  of  this  House.  Particu¬ 
larly  was  I  struck  with  the  statement  of 
the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  a  short  time  ago  when  he  an¬ 
nounced  that  he  had  five  telephone  calls 
or  wires  this  morning. 

May  I  say  to  the  House  that  I  repre¬ 
sent  a  fairly  large  district.  It  ranks  up 
among  the  12  largest  in  the  Congress.  I 
think  my  Minnesota  colleagues  will 
agree  that  I  represent  a  very  diversified 
district.  I  have  a  large  number  of  the 
wealthiest  people  in  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota  in  my  district,  I  represent  several 
labor  wards,  and  in  between  those  two 
groups  is,  of  course,  the  so-called  un¬ 
organized  white  collar  wage  earners,  or 
perhaps  we  might  call  them  the  great 
mass  of  middle-class  people. 

To  be  honest  with  you,  this  may  invite 
some  challenge  or  it  may  invite  some 


mail,  but  I  want  to  be  very  frank  and 
honest  to  tell  you,  I  have  been  here  in 
Congress  long  enough  now  so  that  most 
of  the  people  in  my  district  know  who 
represents  them  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  I  have  received  not  over  12 
letters  and  telegrams  requesting  or  de¬ 
manding  that  I  vote  on  this  budget. 
Those,  let  us  say  12  telegrams,  do  not 
come  from  the  great  mass  of  people  in 
my  district.  Therefore,  I  sit  here  q’aite 
convinced  that  I  am  on  safe  ground  in 
voting  as  l  have  on  most  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  in  this  particular  bill,  because 
this  is  the  particular  bill  that  affects 
more  people  in  my  district  than  any 
other  appropriation  bilh  But,  there  is 
nothing  much  that  can  be  said  to  resist 
the  temper  of  the  House.  This  is  not 
new  to  me.  I  have  seen  this  trend  in  this 
direction  before,  and  I  will  be  very  happy, 
indeed,  when  election  time  rolls  around 
to  meet  this  situation  that  some  of  you 
term  as  a  very  necessary  position  to  take. 
I  do  not  stand  here  and  describe  this 
bill  as  not  being  out  of  line  insofar  as 
the  size  of  it  is  concerned.  I  think  it  is 
exhorbitant.  But,  the  cuts  and  the  meat 
ax  are  used  in  places  in  this  bill  where 
I  think  they  are  less  necessary.  I  am 
waiting  patiently  for  a  couple  of  other 
bills  to  come  out.  I  want\  to  see  the 
agricultural  bill  come  out  and  see  what 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  does 
to  that  as  well  as  some  other  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  here.  I  have  voted  up  until 
this  bill  for  most  of  the  economies  in 
the  five  previous  appropriation  bills,  but 
this  bill  hits  the  American  people.  So 
maybe  tomorrow  I  will  get  a  few  more 
asked-for  letters,  but  I  want  to  say  that 
at  present  in  my  files  I  have  not  over 
12  demands  or  requests  for  me  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  cutting  of  provisions  in  this 
bill  that  so  seriously  affect  the  fives, 
the  health,  and  welfare  of  75  percent  of 
the  good  folks  in  my  district. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  necessary  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  an  entirely 
different  position  to  the  previous  speak¬ 
er.  I  will  be  very  happy  to  pass  some 
of  my  mail  along  to  him.  I  find  it  quite 
arduous  to  answer  all  of  the  mail  I 
have  received  with  reference  to  this 
budget.  My  people  are  definitely  of  the 
middle  class  and  represent  small  busi¬ 
ness.  They  want  this  budget  cut.  To¬ 
day  I  received  a  letter  from  one  of  my 
good  constituents  enclosing  a  letter  from 
the  Surgeon  General.  In  this  letter  he 
says: 

A  short  time  ago  I  wrote  asking  your  co¬ 
operation  in  a  study  of  the  effect  of  tobacco 
on  health  now  being  conducted  by  the  Public 
Health  Service.  A  questionnaire  concerning 
the  use  of  tobacco  was  enclosed  with  my 
letter.  Most  of  the  persons  to  whom  I  wrote 
have  returned  a  completed  questionnaire. 
Your  reply,  however,  has  not  been  received. 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  this  questionnaire  con¬ 
sists  of  four  closely  typewritten  pages. 
It  asks  you  about  your  mother  and  your 
father  and  whether  she  had  shingles  and 
whether  he  had  hives.  It  goes  on  to  ask 
you  how  much  tobacco  you  use  and  why 
you  use  it,  and  when  you  stopped  using 
it,  and  so  forth.  My  constituent  is  in¬ 
dignant,  as  each  one  of  these  question¬ 


naires  is  sent  out  in  a  postage-free  en¬ 
velope.  My  constituent  says  in  his  note 
to  me,  and  I  think  he  is  justified,  Mr. 
Chairman: 

It  is  time  to  put  the  ax  to  this  sort  of 
thing — and  not  a  rubber  ax  like  was  used 
in  connection  with  the  budget  for  this  de¬ 
partment. 

And  my  constituent  signs  his  name. 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  typical  of  a  great 
many  letters  I  am  receiving.  I  think - 
the  questionnaire  is  also  typical  of  a 
great  deal  of  the  money  that  is  being 
spent  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  wonder  if  the  ques¬ 
tionnaire  inquires  as  to  the  color  of  your 
hair  and  the  color  of  your  eyes. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  find  questions  here  covering 
everything  that  could  possibly  be  said 
about  any  individual — a  question  about 
the  color  of  his  or  her  eyes  and  hair  as 
well  as  a  description  of  his  ancestors. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Apparently,  this  points 
up  one  of  the  things  that  is  growing  up 
in  the  Government  and  that  is  making 
more  work  for  more  jobholders. 

Mrs.  St.  GEORGE.  I  can  imagine 
that  this  necessitates  a  great  many  hours 
of  time  to  file  these  questionnaires  and 
keep  track' of  those  who  have  not  an¬ 
swered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  listened  with 
great  interest  to  the  letter  read  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York.  I  am  not 
a  doctor,  neither  am  I  a  medical  scien¬ 
tist.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  ques¬ 
tions  asked  were  pertinent  or  not.  I 
presume  they  must  have  been  pertinent 
to  the  rising  incidence  of  lung  cancer 
which  is  growing  at  an  alarming  rate, 
especially  in  men  in  this  country  be¬ 
cause  of  the  increase  in  smoking. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chaii’man, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  May  I  tell  the 
gentleman  that  some  of  the  questions  are 
impertinent  ? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  was  just  going  to 
give  the  gentlewoman  an  example  of 
medical  questioning.  About  4  years  ago 
I  had  one  of  those  attacks  that  the 
President  had,  your  President  and  my 
President,  a  coronary  thrombosis.  I  was 
fortunate  enough  to  have  the  advice  at 
that  time  of  a  man  who  is  one  of  the 
best  heart  specialists  in  the  world.  Dr. 
Paul  Dudley  White,  of  Boston.  He 
dropped  in  to  see  me  at  the  naval  hos¬ 
pital  the  first  week  I  was  there,  which 
is  the  most  critical  time  in  any  heart 
case,  as  it  was  in  the  President’s.  Some 
of  the  questions  he  asked  me  I  thought 
were  impertinent;  but  coming  from  a 
man  with  the  medical  reputation  of  Dr. 
White,  who  was  I  to  challenge  the  type 
of  questions  he  asked?  He  asked  me 
whether  I  ever  had  a  broken  leg,  or  a 
disjointed  finger,  and  things  of  that 
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nature  and  there  were  other  questions 
the  doctor  put  to  me  that  I  could  have 
thought  were  impertinent.  But  I 
thought  that  if  he  was  a  man  qualified 
enough  to  take  care  of  the  President  why 
should  I  resent  the  questions  he  asked 
me? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  presume  the 
gentleman  had  asked  for  Dr.  White’s 
advice,  that  the  doctor  did  not  come 
gratuitously  to  the  gentleman  and  ask 
a  lot  of  questions. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  just  so  happens 
that  he  came  gratuitously  to  me  but  I 
felt  that  I  was  vei-y  fortunate  to  have 
him  there  and  accepted  his  examination, 
both  verbal  and  physical,  without 
question. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  The  gentleman 
is  very  fortunate  indeed. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  He  was  attending  a 
Heart  Association  meeting  in  Washing¬ 
ton.  I  was  under  the  care  of  the  naval 
hospital.  He  came  out  there,  having 
heard  I  was  there,  and  asked  me  these 
questions.  It  was  not  at  my  invitation 
that  he  andved.  But  since  he  was  good 
enough  to  interest  himself  in  my  prob¬ 
lem,  I  thought  I  owed  him  the  courtesy 
of  answering  his  questions. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  am  glad  the 
gentleman  did  not  have  a  fatal  illness. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
woman  for  her  kind  concern  and  I  as¬ 
sure  her  that  I  am  in  excellent  shape 
and  expect  to  be  around  for  many  years 
to  come. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

WOMEN’S  BUREAU 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as 
authorized  by  the  act  of  June  5.  1920  (29  U. 
S.  C.  11-16),  including  purchase  of  reports 
and  material  for  informational  exhibits, 
'$462,000. 

Mrs.  BUTCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Blitch:  On 
page  11,  line  12,  strike  out  “$462,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$403,000.” 

Mrs.  BUTCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  hold  appropriations 
for  the  Women’s  Bureau  to  the  same 
amount  they  had  this  year.  In  other 
words,  it  eliminates  the  Increase  of  $59,- 
000  provided  in  the  bill  reported  from  the 
committee. 

I  think  it  rather  interesting  that  this 
increase  is  to  be  used  for  the  creation 
of  four  $7,570  per  year  positions  plus 
two  clerks.  At  a  time  when  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  is  cutting  employment, 
the  House  subcommittee  is  putting  the 
heat  on  all  departments  to  reduce  their 
payroll,  and  the  general  feeling  exists 
that  we  must  economize,  we  should  take 
a  close  look  at  any  requests  for  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  employees. 

These  six  employees  requested  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  are  to  be  used  for 
field  work.  Just  what  is  this  field  work 
going  to  consist  of?  According  to  the 
Director  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  they 
will  “coordinate,  expand,  and  develop 
the  women’s  affairs  program  of  the  de¬ 
partment.’’ 

That  is  found  at  page  244  of  the  hear¬ 
ings. 


Now,  what  expansion  is  contemplated 
for  next  year?  Listen  to  this: 

There  Is  an  Increasing  need — 

And  these  are  the  words  of  the  Di¬ 
rector — 

There  Is  an  Increasing  need  for  adequate 
counseling  and  guidance  materials  for  young 
people  who  are  about  to  choose  a  career, 
and  a  need  for  liberalizing  the  State  mini¬ 
mum  wage  laws  and  orders  affecting  women 
workers. 

That  is  the  tesimony  of  the  Director. 
These  four  field  workers  are  apparently 
going  to  be  lobbyists  in  the  several 
States  because  she  goes  further  and 
states  flatly: 

They  will  work  in  the  minimum  wage  field, 
they  will  work 'for  equal  pay  in  the  States. 

They  will  work  for  equal  pay  in  the 
States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  regardless  of  what  our 
feeling  is  about  equal  pay  for  equal 
work,  it  seems  to  me  this  is  a  ridiculous 
situation  when  the  Federal  Government 
hires  pople  to  lobby  for  State  laws.  It 
is  foolish  for  us  to  put  more  employees 
on  the  payrolls  so  that  they  can  meddle 
in  the  internal  affairs  of  a  State. 

By  adopting  this  amendment  we  have 
an  opportunity  to  run  up  a  warning 
signal  to  the  Executive  agencies  to  cur¬ 
tail  some  of  their  questionable  activities. 
Again,  I  emphasize  that  my  amendment 
does  not  cut  the  appropriation  for  this 
bureau  below  the  curent  year’s  figure 
and,  if  adopted,  the  money  available 
next  year  would  be  the  same  as  they  are 
operating  on  this  year. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Georgia  [Mrs. 
Blitch]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  going  to  have 
a  chance  to  have  your  vote  recorded  in 
the  permanent  record  on  this  one,  too, 
if  it  carries.  There  are  22  million 
women  working  in  the  labor  force  today. 
By  1965  they  expect  there  will  be  an¬ 
other  5  million  or  about  27  million  work- 
ingwomen  in  the  labor  force  in  our 
country. 

When  we  were  in  the  last  war  we  ap¬ 
pealed  to  the  women  of  this  country  to 
go  into  the  shipyards,  the  airplane  fac¬ 
tories  and  other  industries.  The  only 
agency  in  the  Government  that  they 
could  turn  to  was  the  Women’s  Bureau 
in  the  Department  of  Labor.  There  is 
not  any  agency  in  the  entire  Govern¬ 
ment  just  interested  in  working  condi¬ 
tions,  hours,  or  anything  else,  as  far  as 
the  women  of  this  country  are  concerned, 
with  the.  exception  of  this  Bureau  right 
here. 

What  does  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentlewoman  from  Georgia  do?  She 
says  this  cuts  it  back  to  what  they  had 
in  1957.  ’That  is  not  so.  We  are  get¬ 
ting  that  same  statement  time  after  time 
after  time.  Because  of  the  increase  in 
mandatory  costs  that  they  are  required 
to  pay  in  1958,  the  gentlewoman  by  her 
amendment  is  going  to  cut  them  by  over 
$20,000  below  what  they  had  in  1957 
which  means  that  they  will  have  to  dis¬ 
charge  at  least  4  employees  they  have 
at  the  present  time. 

Mrs.  BUT(JH.  In  the  hearings,  in 
the  gentleman’s  own  words,  he  asked  the 
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Director  if  this  is  for  new  employees 
and  she  said  “Yes.” 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  Not  the  entire 
amount  she  asked  for.  There  is  over 
$20,000  of  mandatory  increases  that  will 
have  to  be  appropriated  to  keep  the 
same  level  of  employment  that  we  have 
now.  The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
will  mean  that  the  Women’s  Bureau  will 
have  to  decrease  its  employment  by  at 
least  4,  and  probably  more  than  that. 
The  bill  provides  for  4  more  positions 
plus  the  mandatory  increases  which  the 
gentlewoman  did 'not  take  into  consid¬ 
eration  when  she  offered  the  amendment. 

You  can  do  what  you  want  with  this 
amendment,  but  they  are  doing,  I  think, 
fine  work.  For  instance  in  our  practical 
nurses’  program,  in  attempting  to  get 
more  girls  to  go  into  the  field  of  nursing 
where  there  exists  the  greatest  shortage 
we  have  in  the  medical  field.  If  anyone 
is  suffering  from  an  acute  illness  that 
needs  a  nurse  around  the  clock,  3  nurses 
a  day,  24  hours,  it  is  almost  impossible 
to  hire  nurses.  This  is  one  of  the  jobs 
they  are  doing. 

I  think  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  is  just  mistaken  in  offering  this 
amendment  because  of  the  facts  I  am 
giving  her.  This  is  one  agency  where 
the  women  of  this  country  can  go  for 
help  or  information. 

The  gentlewoman  has  offered  an 
amendment  to  cut  out  the  increase  and 
cut  out  at  least  four  persons  that  they 
have  on  the  payroll.  ’That  is  what  the 
amendment  amounts  to.  So,  if  you  want 
to  do  that,  that  is  what  you  are  going 
to  vote  for,  and  you  are  decreasing  the 
department  by  that  much.  They  are  also 
doing  a  good  job  in  connection  with  the 
problem  of  the  mature  woman  worker. 
That  is  one  of  the  biggest  problems  that 
we  have  today,  of  mature  women  finding 
jobs.  There  are  some  executives  that 
say  that  a  stenographer  over  the  age  of 
32  or  33  should  not  be  hired.  Well,  this 
Women’s  Bureau  is  proving  that  that  is 
a  fallacy;  that  women  aged  35,  40.  45, 
or  55  can  still  turn  out  a  good  day’s 
work,  and  they  are  going  to  do  a  good 
job  to  help  the  mature  women  of  this 
countiT  to  gain  employment,  but  they 
need  more  people  instead  of  less. 

The  Women’s  Bureau  is  requesting 
only  $462,000 — the  smallest  appropria¬ 
tion  item  in  the  bill.  This  amount  will 
enable  them  to  add  4  field  representatives 
and  to  bring  their  total  staff  to  61.  The 
staff  of  this  Bureau  today  is  the  same 
size  that  it  was  in  the  thirties,  but  women 
in  the  labor  force  have  increased  over  50 
percent.  This  is  the  only  bureau  in  the 
Federal  Government  to  serve  the  22  mil¬ 
lion  women  who  are  in  the  labor  force 
today,  and  to  give  them  the  services 
which  will  help  them  find  suitable  jobs 
and  prepare  themselves  for  them. 

The  cost  of  living  today,  the  increased 
demand  for  extended  education  of  chil¬ 
dren,  and  the  increase  in  the  numbers 
of  older  dependents  have  made  it  a 
necessity  more  than  a  choice,  for  women 
to  work. 

The  vast  majority  of  them  work  to  sup¬ 
port  themselves  and  others  who  are  at 
least  partially  dependent  upon  them.  In 
addition,  the  special  skills  which  women 
possess  are  absolutely  necessary  to  the 
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maintenance  and  continued  expansion  of 
the  United  States  economy,  and  its  high 
standard  of  living;  we  could  not  as  a 
country  serve  our  people  without  the 
women  who  are  teachers,  nurses,  librari¬ 
ans,  social  workers,  stenographers,  clerks, 
waitresses,  and  who  are  in  a  host  of 
other  kinds  of  work  which  women  have 
shown  themselves  most  capable  of  per¬ 
forming. 

Now  the  Labor  Department  estimates 
that  more  than  5  million  women  will  be 
added  to  the  working  force  by  1965. 
This  increase  will  com?  largely  from  the 
older  and  younger  age  groups.  This  in¬ 
crease  will  be  necessary  to  meet  the 
gi’owing  manpower  shortage.  If  these 
women  are  to  prepare  to  enter  the  occu¬ 
pations  where  they  are  most  needed,  and 
be  ready  for  this  change,  they  have  to 
know  the  facts  about  job  opportunities, 
and  they  have  to  know  about  the  train¬ 
ing  and  skills  that  are  required.  Em¬ 
ployers,  too,  must  have  the  information 
which  this  Bureau  can  give  them,  about 
the  types  of  jobs  women  can  fill  and  how 
best  to  use  their  services,  so  they  can 
solve  their  problems  to  keep  their  busi¬ 
nesses  sound  and  successful. 

The  Women’s  Bureau  is  the  agency 
with  the  widest  range,  of  contacts  with 
women  in  aU  fields.  They  have  the 
facilities  To  gather  and  coordinate  in¬ 
formation  on  women’s  employment,  but 
must  be  able  to  make  it  available  to  those 
who  need  the  data.  They  must  be  able 
to  visit  the  widely  separated  areas  of  the 
covmtry  to  a  much  greater  extent  than 
they  can  now. 

With  the  four  new  field  representa¬ 
tives  the  Bureau  could  work  closely  with 
the  regional  and  field  staffs  of  the  other 
bureaus  of  the  Department  and  with 
local  agencies  in  coordinating,  expand¬ 
ing,  and  developing  a  broad  but  unified 
program  for  the  women  workers  of  the 
country.  They  would  emphasize  pro- 
gi-ams  for  older  workers  and  for  mini¬ 
mum  wage  and  equal  pay  for  women 
workers,  and  would  look  into  job  oppor- 
timities.  In  their  contacts  with  local 
groups  they  would  be  able  to  assist  in 
overcoming  certain  occupational  short¬ 
ages. 

The  increase  is  $59,000,  which  provides 
for  mandatory  increases  of  $31,362  and 
a  net  program  increase  of  only  $27,638. 
The  returns  to  the  working  women  of 
the  country  would  justify  this  amount 
in  view  of  the  future  needs  in  the  field 
of  womanpower. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  This  particular  agency 
was  pretty  good  in  getting  people  on  its 
payroll.  They  had  57  in  the  budget  and 
now  they  have  60.  They  did  pretty  good 
at  that. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  know  for 
certain,  but  I  expect  they  have  3  or  4 
that  are  paid  from  other  funds  to  do 
special  work  for  some  other  Government 
agency.  But  this  amendment  would  set 
them  back  to  fewer  than  they  had  in 
1951. 


Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  substitute  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  H.  Cam.  An¬ 
dersen  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mrs.  Blitch:  Strike  out  “$462,000” 
and  insert  “$431,000.” 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  takes  care  of  the  objection  en¬ 
tertained  by  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  and  this  sub¬ 
stitute  will  do  exactly  what  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Georgia  has  in  mind,  and 
that  is  to  put  the  level  of  this  particular 
agency  down  to  the  level  of  the  1957  fiscal 
year.  That  is  all  it  accomplishes. 

Mrs.  BLITCH.  I  accept  the  substitute, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Ml*.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  substitute  does  not 
meet  my  objections.  Let  us  keep  the 
record  straight.  I  object  to  any  cut  at 
all  on  this  item.  I  am  in  favor  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  rights  of  these  women  and 
giving  them  the  services  they  deserve  and 
will  be  denied  by  this  amendment.  I  am 
going  to  stick  by  them  and  defend  them, 
because  I  think  there  should  be  some 
place  in  the  Government  where  they  can 
go  to  get  help  when  they  need  it.  Here 
is  an  item  amounting  to  $400,000  out  of 
an  overall  total  of  $71  billion.  Here  we 
are  trying  to  decrease  one  of  the  smallest 
agencies  in  the  Government  and  the  only 
agency  that  deals  just  with  the  problems 
of  the  women  of  this  country,  especially 
the  workingwoman. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Does  not 
the  gentleman  feel  that  it  is  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Congi'ess  to  appropriate 
funds  and  not  the  responsibility  of  the 
President? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Certainly  it  is. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Sui’ely  it 
is. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  it  is  also  up  to 
the  President  to  assume  some  leadership. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Yet  it  is 
fundamentally  the  responsibility  of  the 
Congi’ess  to  decide  as  to  the  amount 
of  appropriations.  This  Congi*ess  should 
stand  upon  its  own  feet. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  remember  last  fall 
there  were  not  many  of  you  over  there 
denying  his  support.  You  all  wanted 
your  pictures  taken  with  him  so  that 
you  could  show  them  in  the  campaign. 
You  Republicans  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  were  not  disclaiming  his  leadership 
like  that  prior  to  the  last  election. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  or  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  gentleman  vio¬ 
lates  the  rules  of  the  House  when  he  re¬ 
fers  to  Members  on  this  side  as  “you.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  understand 
what  the  change  is  now.  Why  are  you 
different  now  than  you  were  last  October 
or  September?  It  is  hard  to  compre¬ 
hend. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  is  entirely  mistaken 


in  that  matter.  I  did  not  have  my  pic¬ 
ture  taken  with  the  President  at  any 
time.  I  ran  7,000  votes  ahead  of  the 
President  in  my  congressional  district. 
I  am  standing  on  my  own  feet. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  You  are  an  outstand¬ 
ing  example,  then,  in  this  country. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  He  himself  is  a  splendid 
Congressman. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  You  are  one  of  the 
very  few  who  ran  ahead  of  the  President 
on  your  side  of  the  aisle.  I  think  that  is 
a  fair  statement.  But  those  of  you  who 
did  have  your  picture  taken  with  him 
must  have  thought  that  he  was  going  to 
do  you  some  good.  You  were  out  telling 
the  people  last  year  that  you  were  part 
of  his  team  because  you  knew  there 
were  votes  to  be  had  by  associating 
yourselves  with  the  President. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
again  make  the  point  of  order  that  the 
gentleman  is  violating  the  rules  of  debate 
in  the  House.  The  gentleman  miist  refer 
to  other  Members  in  the  third  person. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  How  should  I  refer 
to  the  other  gentlemen? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  As  Members  of  the 
House  or  distinguished  gentlemen. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  rule 
on  the  point  of  order  and  say  that  the 
rules  of  the  House  provide  that  one  Mem¬ 
ber  refer  to  another  Member  in  the  third 
person. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may,  I  certainly  would  refer  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen]  as  distinguished.  Certainly 
he  is  distinguished,  as  he  ran  7,000  votes 
ahead  of  the  President  in  his  district. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  might  say  that  the  gentleman  has 
never  referred  to  me  other  than  in  the 
most  kindly  fashion. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right;  and 
as  he  has  always  been  most  considerate 
of  me.  I  hope  we  shall  always  continue 
on  those  terms.  I  hope  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  remarks  of  yesterday  will  have 
some  effect  as  we  go  through  this  bill.  It 
seems  to  me  it  had  some  little  effect  when 
you  agreed  to  modify  an  amendment  that 
I  was  not  in  favor  of  in  any  way,  shape, 
or  form.  It  perhaps  had  some  effect, 
even  though  you  did  run  ahead  of  the 
President  7,000  votes  in  your  district. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  renew  my  request 
that  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
be  defeated  and  that  the  amendment  it¬ 
self  be  defeated.  With  such  a  huge 
budget  as  we  have  before  us,  this  is  a 
very  small  item  but  vei*y  important,  be¬ 
cause  it  effects  22  million  women  who  are 
working  in  industry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen] 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Georgia  [Mrs.  Blitch]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  H.  Carl  Ander¬ 
sen)  there  were — ayes  107,  noes  77. 

So  the  substitute  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  as  amended  by  the  sub¬ 
stitute. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


4149 


The  Clei'k  read  as  follows : 

WAGE  AND  HOXm  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  for  performing  the  duties  imposed  by 
the  Pair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  the  act  to  provide  conditions 
for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making 
of  contracts  by  the  United  States,  approved 
June  30,  1936,  as  amended  (41  U.  S.  C.  35-45) , 
Including  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal, 
and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for 
inspection  services  rendered,  and  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $3,000  for  expenses  of  attendance  of 
cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  con¬ 
ferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the 
Division,  $10,888,000. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hebert:  On 
page  11,  line  23,  after  “Division,”  strike  out 
"$10,888,000”  and  insert  “$10,600,000.” 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
only  on  rare  occasions  that  my  voice  is 
raised  in  the  well  of  this  House.  If  you 
will  indulge  me  for  a  minute  I  think  it 
would  be  proper  for  me  to  say  why  I  do 
rise  here  today. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  philo¬ 
sophical  discussion  this  morning.  At 
times  I  was  of  the  opinion  a  little  politics 
was  being  indulged  in.  But  I  want  to 
tell  you  the  reason  I  am  here  now  to 
offer  this  particular  amendment,  and  I 
shall  have  another  amendment  during 
the  course  of  the  consideration  of  this 
bill. 

I  am  now  in  my  17th  year  as  a  Member 
of  this  body,  and  this  is  the  first  time  in 
those  17  years  that  I  have  come  to  the 
well  of  this  House  and  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  an  appropriation  bill.  The  rea¬ 
son  I  am  impelled  to  do  what  I  am  doing 
now  is  because  of  an  action  I  took  only 
recently  in  this  House  when  I  was  1  of  3 
Members  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  who 
voted  against  the  resolution  to  ask  the 
the  President  to  tell  us  where  the  budget 
could  be  cut.  I  think  it  also  significant 
that  on  that  same  occasion  I  voted 
against  the  resolution  offered  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  because  it  is  my 
deep  feeling  that  it  is  our  responsibility 
to  provide  the  appropriations  for  the 
operation  of  Government  agencies  in  this 
country.  Having  voted  that  way,  I  could 
do  no  less  than  discharge  the  responsi¬ 
bility  which  I  publicly  accepted  by  that 
vote. 

Since  coming  to  this  body,  I  have  pur¬ 
sued  a  course  for  independence  which 
defies  partisan  conformity.  I  do  not  say 
that  in  a  spirit  of  bravado  but  only  with 
a  humble  appreciation  of  the  most  fortu¬ 
nate  position  in  which  I  find  myself.  The 
fickle  god  of  politics  whose  whims  direct 
the  destiny  of  most  of  us,  has  been  kinder 
to  me,  perhaps,  than  to  some  of  you,  so 
I  do  not  impugn  your  motives  or  chal¬ 
lenge  your  actions  at  any  time. 

After  all,  we  are  the  keepers  of  our 
own  conscience.  We  are  beholden  to 
nobody  but  om’selves.  So,  I  do  not  dan¬ 
gle  in  front  of  you  such  loose  words  as 
“votes”  or  charge  any  of  you  with  irre¬ 
sponsibility.  Each  of  you  have  a  problem 
and  each  of  you  must  resolve  that  prob¬ 
lem.  I  am  not  impressed  with  state¬ 
ments  made  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
about  elections.  I  would  rather  ap¬ 
proach  this  subject  in  a  cold,  logical 


fashion.  I  respect  the  President  of  the 
United  States — your  President  and  my 
President.  But,  I  accept  his  recommen¬ 
dations  merely  as  recommendations.  He 
discharges  his  responsibility  in  coming 
to  us  with  a  budget.  I  accept  his  recom¬ 
mendations  in  the  same  spirit  that  I  ac¬ 
cept  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  when  they 
come  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
as  a  whole  with  their  recommendations, 
and  particularly  with  reference  to  this 
subcommittee.  If  I  did  not  pause  at 
this  moment  to  say  something  about  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  ,  I  would  feel  there 
would  be  a  vacuum  in  my  remarks. 
We  both  came  to  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  17  years  ago.  We  were,  as  you 
recall,  two  freshmen  in  the  same  class. 
Only  10  of  us  remain  of  that  class.  I 
am  heartened  by  the  words  which  have 
been  uttered  in  his  praise.  As  I  told 
him  only  yesterday,  I  do  not  envy  the 
position  in  which  he  finds  himself.  But, 
he  is  doing  a  job  as  he  sees  his  duty  to 
do  it  and  he  should  receive  the  compli¬ 
ments  of  this  body  from  both  sides.  He 
demonstrated  yesterday  his  complete  im¬ 
partiality  when  he  frankly  told  you  that 
he  did  not  agree  with  a  certain  provision 
of  this  bill,  but  since  it  was  the  law  it 
was  his  duty  to  provide  funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
pause  to  pay  tribute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  and  to  compliment 
him.  He  probably  is  one  of  the  best 
informed  Members  of  the  House  on  the 
subject  of  appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  indicate  the  ex¬ 
act  approach  to  this  amendment  and  the 
amendment  which  I  shall  offer  at  a  later 
time.  This  is  no  meat-ax  approach. 
This  is  no  wild  wielding  of  the  knife  of 
economy.  I  subscribe  to  what  the  illus¬ 
trious  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith]  said  on  the  opening  day  of  de¬ 
bate  on  this  bill.  I  subscribe  to  his 
philosophy  and  accept  his  formula.  In 
offering  this  amendment,  all  I  am  doing 
is  asking  you  to  hold  the  line — nothing 
more  and  nothing  less.  As  we  respect 
the  opinion  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  we  respect  the  opinion  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations. 
But,  in  the  final  analysis,  it  is  our  duty 
to  either  accept  or  to  reject  what  they 
offer  us.  If  it  is  not  our  responsibility 
and  not  our  duty,  why  then  should  they 
come  here?  Why  would  not  the  au¬ 
thority  be  delegated  to  them  and  let  the 
matter  end  there.  It  is  because  we  are 
charged  with  the  responsibility  to  review 
what  they  recommend  that  we  are  de¬ 
bating  this  issue  today.  In  offering  this 
particular  amendment,  I  am  only  asking 
that  the  department  involved  do  what 
every  Member  of  this  House  is  going  to 
have  to  do — except  those  of  us  who  have 
outside  income — we  are  going  to  have  to 
exist  next  year  and  the  year  after  that  on 
our  salaries  even  though  the  labor  in¬ 


dex 'shows  that  prices  are  going  up  and 
the  prices  of  goods  and  commodities  and 
what-have-you  are  all  going  up.  But, 
we  will  have  to  tighten  our  belts  and 
pull  our  belts  in  one  more  notch  and  get 
along  this  year  with  what  we  got  along 
on  last  year.  That  is  all  I  am  asking  in 
this  particular  amendment.  I  am  mere¬ 
ly  asking  that  the  Wage  and  Hour  Divi¬ 
sion  get  along  this  year  not  only  on  what 
they  got  along  with  last  year,  but  I  am 
putting  a  little  sugar  in  the  kitty  for 
them — last  year  they  received  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $10  million  and  spent 
some  $586,000  more.  This  year  they  are 
asking  for  $10,888,000  and  all  1  am  doing 
is  cutting  it  back  to  what  they  spent  last 
year,  and  adding  $16,000  in  case  they 
spend  a  few  extra  dollars. 

That  is  all  it  is.  Certainly,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  is  not  a  meat-ax  approach; 
that  is  a  sensible,  sound,  logical  ap¬ 
proach  to  a  perplexing  and  complex 
problem.  Your  wi”es  have  to  get  along 
on  the  same  budget  this  year  that  they 
got  along  on  last  year.  I  am  asking  you 
to  apply  the  same  yardstick  to  this  Wage 
and  Hour  Division. 

These  programs  are  fine  programs. 
Perhaps  they  need  some  expansion,  but 
this  is  not  the  time.  Perhaps  you  need 
a  new  kitchen  in  your  home,  but  this  is 
not  the  time.  You  have  to  wait.  We 
have  to  determine  to  economize  some¬ 
where  along  the  line  and  halt  this  exces¬ 
sive  spending  which  is  destroying  the 
economic  stability  of  this  country. 

So  I  ask  you  to  adopt  this  amendment 
which,  as  I  say,  merely  cuts  the  Wage 
and  Hour  Division  back  to  exactly  the 
figure  it  operated  on  last  year  with  the 
addition  of  a  few  extra  dollars. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  first  say  that  I 
certainly  respect  the  opinion  and,  motives 
of  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Louisiana,  but  I  think  he  has  not  made 
it  quite  clear  that  his  amendment  is  di¬ 
rected  specifically  to  321  people. 

His  amendment  would  mean  that  321 
people  who  wei’e  hired  last  year  with  the 
understanding  that  if  they  completed  a 
full  year  of  satisfactory  service  they 
would  get  the  moderate  increase  from 
$4,525  a  year  to  $5,440  a  year.  These  are 
people  who  are  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  going  out  in  the  field  and  talk¬ 
ing  to  individual  employers  and  to  man¬ 
agement.  Certainly  you  want  to  get  the 
best  kind  of  people  for  that  very  per¬ 
sonal  and  vei-y  important  work. 

If  this  cut  is  made  it  will  undoubtedly 
mean  that  these  people  will  resign  and 
the  Department  will  have  to  hire  brand- 
new  people  without  the  experience  and 
w’ithout  the  caliber  of  these  people  who 
were  induced  to  work  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  they  would  have  this  most 
moderate  increase. 

I  agree  that  this  is  not  a  meat-ax  cut ; 
this  is  a  very  thin,  but  a  very  sharp 
knife,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  anybody 
in  this  House  wants  to  deny  to  these 
people  this  moderate  and  well-earned 
increase,  because  they  do  not  get  it  if 
they  have  not  earned  it.  I  certainly 
hope  that,  in  the  words  of  the  President, 
this  very  small  amount  will  not  be  passed 
in  the  name  of  economy  when  it  would 
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not  be  economy  but  merely  bad  manage¬ 
ment  for  the  Government  to  have  to 
undergo  that  kind  of  cut. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  direct  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  attention  to  the  reason  given  for 
the  increase.  It  was  not  because  of  an 
increase  of  salary  but  for  an  expansion 
of  existing  programs. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  No.  sir.  If  the 
gentleman  will  refer  to  page  314  of  the 
hearings,  he  will  find  a  total  increase  of 
$880,000.  Two  hundred  and  thirty-two 
thousand  dollars  is  applied  to  the  in¬ 
crease  that  is  necessary  to  pay  this  in¬ 
creased  wage,  and  the  gentleman  will 
find  that  no  new  people  are  being  put  on. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  fm’ther? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  there  that  he  is  very  clever  and 
very  adroit  in  singling  out  this  particular 
item.  He  could  run  through  the  entire 
hearings  and  single  out  any  amount  and 
apply  it  to  that  particular  item.  If  I 
made  the  cut  apply  to  the  $880,000  item, 
the  gentleman  would  probably  apply  it  to 
some  other  thing. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  No.  The  gentle¬ 
man  will  find  there  is  no  expansion  of 
the  program  provided  for. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  It  says  specifically 
that  this  is  for  an  expansion  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  No;  it  says  for 
cari-ying  out  the  program  as  it  had  been 
expanded  and  adopted  in  the  field  of 
minimum  wages.  There  is  not  one  sin¬ 
gle  expanded  piece  of  program  that  is 
undertaken,  and  the  gentleman  cannot 
find  where  it  says  there  is. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
read  the  testimony - 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  have  read  it. 
Point  it  out  to  me. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I,  too,  have  read  it; 
and  I  say  it  provides  for  an  expanded 
program. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  wish  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  point  it  out  to  me,  and  I  say 
flatly  no  one  can  find  any  such  state¬ 
ment  in  the  record. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  find  that,  in  the  tables 
of  employment,  only  1,452  out  of  1,535 
are  on  the  rolls  as  of  the  28th  day  of 
February  and  that  in  all  probability  the 
same  lag  will  occur  there  as  would  occur 
in  other  places.  I  am  wondering  why  it 
is,  with  that  lag  in  funds  that  would  be 
provided,  they  could  not  take  care  of 
their  people?  Fiankly,  it  seems  to  me 
they  could. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  answer  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  this  is  just 
the  average  figme  that  all  Government 
agencies  take  into  account.  It  is  the 
5-percent  figm’e  and  if  you  multiply  5  by 
1.500  you  will  come  out  about  even. 
They  are  up  to  just  about  the  amount 


they  ought  to  be,  taking  into  consider¬ 
ation  that  5-percent  figure. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  most 
able  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thei’e  has  been  much 
talk  about  cutting  down  the  hiring  of 
new  Government  employees.  But  the 
program  to  which  this  amendment  re¬ 
lates  does  not  contemplate  adding  any 
new  Government  employees  at  all. 

The  increase  is  made  up  of  the  man- 
datoiT  figures,  of  course,  under  the  new 
accounting  system  now  being  used  and, 
as  you  will  understand,  this  will  come  up 
time  and  time  again  in  appropriations 
for  each  of  the  agencies.  Formerly  the 
Government  contribution  to  the  civil- 
service  retirement  fund  was  provided 
for  all  agencies  in  a  single  appropriation 
in  the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill.  Now  each  agency  must  pay  into 
this  fund  a  certain  sum  of  mpney  just 
as  private  employers  do  under  the  social- 
security  program.  That  sum  here  is 
$516,000.  There  is  an  extra  day’s  pay 
involved  which  calls  for  $33,000. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  de¬ 
crease  the  appropriation  below  what 
was  approved  last  year;  it  would  de¬ 
crease  the  appropriation  by  $261,000. 
This  increase  in  the  present  bill  is  al¬ 
lowed  because  of  the  regulations  that 
give  employees  extra  *pay  for  a  longer 
length  of  service.  That  is  the  $232,000. 
This  increase  that  you  have  here  is  for 
retirement  pay,  the  extra  day’s  pay,  and 
$232,000  for  their  length-of -service  ben¬ 
efits.  This  amendment  proposes  to  cut 
that  sum. 

Here  is  an  agency  that  collects  more 
money  on  behalf  of  our  citizens  than  it 
spends.  They  have  been  finding  $11  mil¬ 
lion  or  $12  million  a  year  in  back  wages 
due  people  from  employers  whq  have  not 
been  giving  full  pay  to  employees  who  are 
covered  by  the  wage-and-hour  law. 
This  is  the  agency  that  makes  the  inves¬ 
tigations  to  enforce  the  wage-and-hour 
law.  I  want  to  point  out  that  that  wage- 
and-hour  law  passed  by  a  tremendous 
majority  in  this  House,  but  it  is  of  very 
little  value  to  have  such  a  law  on  the 
statute  books  unless  you  have  adequate 
machinery  to  enforce  it. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  de¬ 
stroy  the  morale  in  this  agency.  These 
enforcement  ofiBcers  have  contemplated 
that  they  were  entitled  to  a  raise  because 
of  length  of  service.  With  this  amend¬ 
ment,  either  the  Department  is  going  to 
have  to  lay  off  men  in  this  division  when 
they  need  them  more  than  at  any  other 
time,  or  else  the  employees  will  not  get 
their  due  pay  benefit.  It  may  seem  a 
small  thing,  but  it  would  destroy  the 
morale  of  a  very  important  agency  which 
in  effect  makes  money  for  the  public  in 
its  operations.  This  amendment  would 
cause  the  agency  to  cut  back  its  collec¬ 
tion  work  and  thus  cause  loss  of  money 
to  the  public. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Cfhair- 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ai'izona. 


Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman,  is  it  not  true 
that  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division  hired 
321  new  people  after  we  raised  the  min¬ 
imum  wage  from '75  cents  to  a  dollar? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  do  not  have  that  fig¬ 
ure,  but  I  think  they  did.  That  was  last 
year,  of  course. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  That  was 
last  year. 

Mr.  DENTON.  That  was  last  year 
when  a  new  minimum-wage  law  went 
into  effect  and  the  agency  found  more 
violations,  of  course,  than  they  had  be¬ 
fore.  The  percentage  of  establishments 
which  they  investigate  is  still  very  small. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  For  the 
first  year  after  the  minimum  wage  in¬ 
crease  there  will  probably  be  more  po¬ 
licing  necessary  and  more  violations 
which  will  be  prosecuted.  Does  not  the 
gentleman  agree  with  me  that  after  a 
year  or  a  year  and  a  half  of  an  increase 
in  the  minimum  wage  being  in  effect, 
there  should  be  some  drop  in  this  De¬ 
partment? 

Mr.  DEHTTON.  It  would  depend  upon 
the  economic  condition  of  the  country. 
If  there  is  a  great  deal  of  unemploy¬ 
ment,  then,  of  course,  you  would  need 
more  men  to  enforce  the  minimum-wage 
law.  If  times  are  good  you  would  not 
need  so  many.  During  wartimes,  when 
there  is  a  scarcity  of  manpower,  of 
course,  we  do  not  need  nearly  so  many 
investigators ,  in  the  Wage  and  Hour 
Division.  But,  a  good  many  of  us  come 
from  districts  where  there  are  depressed 
areas.  These  areas  of  unemployment 
are  spreading  now,  and  in  those  circum¬ 
stances  we  need  effective  enforcement 
of  this  law. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  In  relation  to  the 
question  put  by  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona,  may  I  point  out  that  no  fewer  than 
18,461  out  of  a  total  of  33,148  estab¬ 
lishments  that  were  visited  in  1956  by 
these  investigators  were  found  to  be  in 
violation,  and  they  did  not  even  begin 
to  scratch  the  surface  of  the  job  that 
has  to  be  done,  so  that  it  will  take  a 
considerably  longer  period  before  they 
really  catch  up  with  their  work. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California.  That  points  up 
this  problem. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  w-as  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  knowing  too  much 
about  this  particular  situation,  I  must 
be  guided  to  some  extent  by  what  our 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Hebert],  has  to  say.  Since  he 
came  here  17  years  ago  it  has  been  my 
privilege  to  know  him  and  his  record, 
and  if  there  is  in  the  House  a  more  in¬ 
dependent,  sound  thinking  Member,  one 
more  conscientious  in  the  perfonnance 
of  his  duty,  I  hope  to  meet  him  tomorrow 
or  before  the  day  is  over.  It  will  be  dif¬ 
ficult  to  find  such  a  one.  Always  he  has 
expressed  his  opinion.  Always  it  has 
been  based  upon  his  convictions.  I  have 
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never  seen  any  indication — and  usually 
I  know  something  about  what  is  going 
on  while  I  am  on  the  floor — I  have  never 
seen  any  indication,  not  the  remotest 
indirect  hint,  that  any  of  his  votes  were 
influenced  by  any  political  considera¬ 
tion.  He  is  an  ideal  legislator. 

Now,  having  said  that,  and  with  apoli- 
gies,  permit  me  to  refer  to  what  was  said 
by  some  of  those  who  oppose  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  know  one  rotten  apples  does 
not  spoil  the  whole  full  barrel.  Time 
enough.  The  gentleman  who  just  left 
the  floor  was  talking  about  investiga¬ 
tions.  Sure,  the  Department  of  Labor 
was  created  to  look  after  the  interests 
of  the  people  who  work,  especially  in 
industry,  and  that  is,  of  course,  as  it 
should  be.  But,  one  thing  you  can  say 
about  some  of  their  investigators — ’ 
that  is,  you  could  at  least  3  or  4  years 
ago — often  they  were  formerly  officers 
in  some  union  and  they  are  very,  very 
enthusiastic  in  making  their  investiga¬ 
tions,  which  again  is  all  right.  But 
again  some  of  these  investigators  go  a 
little  too  far,  at  least  in  my  judgment. 
Fairness  and  justice  should  not  be  blot¬ 
ted  out  by  enthusiasm  or  bias.  They  are 
not  violating  the  law,  but  some  sure 
used  it  as  a  cloak  for  stirring  up  strife. 
Let  me  tell  you  what  happened.  They 
do  not  always  violate  the  law.  They 
go  along  with  its  words,  but  they  insert 
themselves  in  situations  where  neither 
labor  nor  management  wants  them  or 
asks  their  interference.  I  refer  to  two 
specific  cases.  The  files  are  in  my  ofSce 
and  are  subject  to  anybody’s  investiga¬ 
tion.  These  are  the  two  cases,  and  both 
occurred  in  Benton  Harbor,  Berrien 
County,  Mich. 

An  employee  left  one  job  and  went  on 
another.  One  of  the  investigators 
came  along  and  quizzed  this  employee. 
The  same  situation  applied  to  both 
cases  as  a  matter  of  fact.  One  was  a 
woman  and  one  was  a  man.  And,  in- , 
vestigators  learned  that  the  employee  on 
the  first  job,  where  he  had  a  supervisory 
job,  and  who  had  no  complaint,  mind 
you — the  investigator  went  over  the  pay¬ 
roll  and  questioned  the  employee  as  to 
the  duties  and  the  work  he  had  per¬ 
formed.  The  investigator  said,“You  are 
entitled  to  overtime.”  “Why?”  “Be¬ 
cause  you  worked  beyond  the  number  of 
hours  prescribed  by  the  law.”  Now,  the 
seiwice  was  voluntary;  the  employee  was 
satisfied.  He  had  not  even  by  inference 
been  asked  to  work  overtime.  I  had  the 
affidavit  to  that  effect.  But,  the  investi¬ 
gator  from  the  Labor  Department  said: 
“Well,  we  must  uphold  the  law,  and 
whether  you  want  it,  whether  you  are 
satisfied,  is  beyond  your  prerogative  to 
decide.”  So,  Mr.  investigator  insisted 
that  a  claim  be  filed  for  the  overtime.  It 
was  filed  and  payment  for  voluntary 
overtime  work  was  made. 

Well,  was  enforcement  of  the  law  all 
right,  and  if  the  employer  and  the  em¬ 
ployee — and  I  am  not  talking  about 
mass-production  industry  where  hun¬ 
dreds  and  thousands  of  people  are  work¬ 
ing  and  where  they  need  protection  all 
the  time;  I  am  talking  about  those  little 
concerns  out  in  the  sticks,  family  affairs 
in  some  cases,  with  a  few  employees, 
where  the  boss  and  the  workers  are  get¬ 


ting  along  all  right  and  both  are  satisfied, 
both  are  working  for  a  profit  and  a  con¬ 
tinuing  job — keeping  the  business  going. 
Is  there  any  good  reason  why  the  inves¬ 
tigator  should  butt  in,  unless,  of  course, 
his  main  purpose  is  to  make  work  for 
himself — keep  himself  busy? 

All  too  often  along  comes  one  of  these 
busy  investigators  and  inserts  himself 
into  the  situation  where  everyone  is  sat¬ 
isfied  and  creates  discord.  According  to 
what  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Hebert]  said,  I  believe  this 
amendment  should  be  agreed  to.  The 
representatives  of  the  Department 
should  stick  to  the  job  of  investigating 
in  situations  where  some  worker  is  dis¬ 
satisfied  where  therd^is  a  real  violation 
and  stay  out  of  other  situations  where 
the  employer  and  employee  are  getting 
along,  where  there  never  was  the  slightest 
intent  to  violate  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the 
law.  They  should  not  go  in  and  try  to 
create  discord  and  disrupt  an  operation 
just  so  the  Federal  agent  could  make  a 
showing — a  little  commonsense  never 
harms.  If  the  Department  knows  it  is 
being  scrutinized  it  will  be  more  careful. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  in  this 
House  long  enough  to  recognize  the  tem¬ 
per  of  the  House  and  what  we  may  ex¬ 
pect  will  be  done  with  these  cuts. 

My  Subcommittee  on  Military  Opera¬ 
tions  has  been  studying  methods  of  pro¬ 
curement  under  Government  contracts. 
At  this  time  we  have  a  group  of  corpo¬ 
rations  owned  or  controlled  by  practically 
the  same  individuals  who  are  making 
contracts  with  the  Government  to  manu¬ 
facture  clothing  articles  for  the  armed 
services.  Over  the  past  few  years  they 
have  had  something  like  $50  million 
worth  of  contracts.  They  have  been 
cited  for  unfair  labor  practices,  not  once, 
but  dozens  of  times.  They  have  been 
cited  by  the  inspectors  who  work  in  this 
particular  division.  In  most  instances 
they  have  had  to  pay  the  workers  the 
wages  which  were  due  them  under  our 
national  laws,  and  in  some  instances 
they  have  had  to  pay  fines  which,  of 
course,  went  into  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  might  say,  why  are 
we  interested  in  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  of  1938  as  amended.  It  be¬ 
comes  a  matter  of  fairness,  I  think,  to 
all  bidders.  If  a  bidder  on  a  Govern¬ 
ment  contract  to  manufacture  clothing 
is  a  legitimate  bidder,  he  expects  to  pay 
at  least  a  dollar  an  hour  to  his  employees 
and  he  bids  a  certain  price.  If  someone 
else  only  has  to  pay  60  cents  or  70  cents 
an  hour,  he  can  take  the  contract  away 
from  the  legitimate  bidder  who  is  try¬ 
ing  to  comply  with  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  equitably  and  honestly  and  up¬ 
rightly  and  honorably  fulfilling  the  terms 
of  his  contract. 

It  narrows  itself  down  to  this;  Do  you 
want  to  give  to  the  unfair  bidder,  one 
who  will  deliberately  undercut  wages  in 
violation  of  the  national  standards,  the 
advantage?  Members  who  are  in  areas 
where  the  wage  standards  are  upheld  are 
letting  themselves  in  for  this,  when  they 
vote  for  this  amendment.  'Iliey  will  be 
voting  to  allow  Government  contracts  to 
go  from  their  area,  where  their  legiti¬ 


mate  manufacturers  are  operating, 
whether  it  be  in  the  field  of  textiles  or 
any  other  item  which  they  are  manufac¬ 
turing  for  the  Government,  and  in  effect 
voting  for  the  scab  contractor  who  is 
going  deliberately  to  defraud  his  labor¬ 
ers,  of  the  pay  to  which  they  are  entitled 
under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  It 
comes  down  exactly  to  that.  We  are 
investigating  only  about  one-tenth  of  the 
cases  that  should  be  investigated.  This 
means  nine-tenths  of  them  should  be  at 
least  checked  to  see  that  they  are  com¬ 
plying  with  the  law.  But  due  to  the  lack 
of  personnel  we  can  check  only  1  out  of 
10.  In  those  1  out  of  10  we  are  finding 
many,  many  violators  of  this  act.  When 
they  are  found  they  have  to  pay  the 
worker  back  the  wages  of  which  they 
have  defrauded  him,  and  in  some  in¬ 
stances  pay  fines  for  not  obeying  the  law. 

So  in  cutting  this  item  you  are  taking 
away  the  raises  these  people  in  around 
the  $4,100-a-year  capacity  are  supposed 
to  get.  You  are  weakening  further  the 
morale  of  these  people  who  are  trying  to 
enforce  fair  labor  standards  throughout 
the  United  States,  and  you  are  voting  in 
favor  of  the  scab  bidder  in  the  low-cost, 
low-wage  areas  of  our  country.  Yeu  are 
voting  to  perpetuate  a  low  standard  of 
living  and  therefore  a  low  purchasing 
power  among  those  people  who  receive 
below-standard  wages.  That  is  the 
proposition.  That  is  why  I  rise  to  speak 
for  the  first  time  today,  on  this  bill,  in 
the  hope  that  this  amendment  will  not 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  another  example 
of  voting  for  legislation  and  then  turn¬ 
ing  arormd  and  trying  to  prevent  the 
enforcement  of  the  legislation  we  have 
voted  for.  Tliat  is  the  whole  thing  in  a 
nutshell.  We  voted  to  increase  not  long 
ago  the  minimiun  wages  of  this  country 
from  40  to  75  cents  an  hour,  and  we  had 
a  real  fight  on  that.  Then  2  years  ago 
we  voted  to  raise  the  minimum  wages 
from  75  cents  to  a  dollar  an  hour.  I  do 
not  know  who  can  quibble  about  paying 
a  dollar  an  hour  in  minimum  wages  at 
this  time. 

If  you  want  this  law  enforced,  these 
people  have  to  have  the  personnel.  Is 
there  any  evidence  that  this  agency  is 
ruiming  wild  or  is  operated  loosely,  or  is 
there  any  evidence  that  the  administra¬ 
tor  of  this  program  is  not  competent? 
Do  you  know  who  he  is?  He  is  a  former 
secretary  to  the  former  Governor  of 
New  Hampshire,  a  man  named  Mr. 
Adams.  Mr.  Adams  now  is  working  in 
the  White  House,  and  as  I  understand 
it,  he  was  his  protege.  If  you  know  Mr. 
Adams  as  I  know  him,  he  had  good  help 
surrounding  him  all  the  time  he  was 
Governor,  and  I  am  sure  he  would  not 
have  suggested  the  administrator  of 
this  program  unless  he  was  an  outstand¬ 
ing  administrator.  I  have  met  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  know  he  has  been  all  over 
the  country  visiting  all  the  field  offices. 
I  think  he  is  doing  a  good  job  with  the 
help  he  has  now. 

The  amendment  offered  by  my  friend 
from  Louisiana  cutting  off  this  two- 
hundred-some-odd-thousand  dollars  is 
breaking  a  commitment  we  have  made 
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to  these  employees  who  were  hired  on 
the  basis  that  they  would  serve  an  ap¬ 
prenticeship  of  1  year  and  then  be 
jumped  in  grade  provided  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  was  satisfied  with  the  1-year  ap¬ 
prenticeship  as  investigators  for  the 
Wage  and  Hour  Division.  That  is  the 
whole  sum  and  substance  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  you  are  voting  for  now. 

Do  you  want  to  break  faith  with  those 
men  that  have  been  hired  as  investi¬ 
gators  on  the  basis  that  they  would  be 
hired  at  grade  7  and,  if  they  completed 
an  apprenticeship  of  1  year  successfully 
and  were  deemed  by  the  Administrator 
to  be  good  men.  were  promised  to  be 
raised  to  grade  9?  That  is  exactly  what 
you  are  doing;  or  else  by  this  amend¬ 
ment  you  are  going  to  ask  them  to  de¬ 
crease  the  number  of  personnel  they 
have  in  their  office  by  60  at  this  time. 

Even  though  there  are  800,000  estab¬ 
lishments  covered  under  the  law,  they 
are  going  to  be  able  to  investigate  only 
in  the  neighborhood  of  50,000  of  the 
800,000.  The  majority  of  those  50,000 
are  going  to  be  investigated  not  in  any 
wild-goose  chase  or  anything  like  that 
but  on  complaint  of  the  workers  in¬ 
volved  or  where  experience  has  shown  a 
number  of  violations  in  particular  in¬ 
dustries.  There  is  not  a  legitimate  busi¬ 
ness  concern  in  this  country,  not  one 
good  legitimate  business  concern,  that 
would  want  you  to  cut  this  expenditure 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  wage  and 
hour  law.  It  is  ofily  the  cheats  and  those 
who  are  paying  under  the  minimum 
wages  that  do  not  want  this  law  en¬ 
forced.  Let  us  make  no  mistake  about 
that.  Ninety-nine  percent  of  the  em¬ 
ployers  want  it  enforced.  They  want 
more  investigators  hired.  They  want 
more  investigations  made,  because  repu¬ 
table  employers  are  paying  at  least  the 
minimum  wages  and  they  want  their 
competitor  who  is’  paying  sweatshop 
wages,  under  some  conditions,  at  least 
be  forced  to  meet  the  same  standards. 

I  have  it  in  my  own  State  in  the  jewelry 
industry.  The  saim  situation  of  sub¬ 
minimum  wages  is  rampant  in  New  York 
City  also,  where  we  have  men,  women, 
and  children  today  working  in  homes  on 
jewelry  for  10,  15,  and  25  cents  an  hour. 
That  is  going  on  in  New  York  City,  in 
Rhode  Island  and  in  Massachusetts  in 
the  jewelry  industry.  That  is  what  we 
are  trying  to  stamp  out,  but  we  cannot 
stamp  out  that  kind  of  competition,  if 
you  are  going  to  come  here  today  and 
ask  that  this^  appropriation  be  decreased 
and  not  allowed.  You  are  hogtying  this 
yoimg  man  who  is  trying  to  do  such  a 
good  job  in  the  administration  of  this 
program  in  the  Wage  and  Hour  Admin¬ 
istration,  and  then  you  are  finding  fault 
with  him  because  he  has  not  made  suffi¬ 
cient  investigations.  On  top  of  that,  do 
you  know  how  much  was  found  to  be  due 
in  back  wages  in  the  past  year?  I  think 
about  $10  million  was  collected  by  the 
Government  for  those  individuals  who 
were  not  paid  the  minimum  wages.  But, 
in  1958,  they  anticipate  on  the  basis  of 
the  record  of  1957,  that  they  are  going 
to  find  due  employees  about  $18  milling 
in  back  wages  that  are  due  to  people  who 
are  working  for  less  than  the  minimum 
wage  or  not  being  paid  overtime  today. 


Do  you  want  to  deny  these  people  who 
are  not  getting  the  minimum  wage  that 
protection  that  they  now  have?  That  is 
what  you  are  going  to  do  if  you  vote  to 
adopt  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  "gentleman 
may  proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  0 1  yield. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  The  reason  I  have 
asked  for  the  gentleman’s  time  to  be 
extended  is  because  I  am  very  intrigued 
at  the  gentleman’s  statement  that  these 
men  were  promised  a  raise.  I  am  read¬ 
ing  from  page  314  of  the  hearings  where 
there  appears  a  colloquy  between  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  department.  Nowhere 
in  this  record  do  I  read  any  suggestion 
that  a  raise  is  promised..  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  if  I  may  quote,  this  is  the  record: 

Mr.  Fogarty.  Then  $232,000  Is  for  regulated 
Investigator  promotions.  Is  that  for  raising 
some  of  these  investigators  up  to  a  super¬ 
visory  capacity? 

Mr.  Fraser.  No. 

Mr.  Fogarty.  What  Is  this  $232,000  for? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  primarily  the  new  in¬ 
vestigators  normally  hired  at  GS-7 — a  few 
at  5,  but  mostly  7.  They  move  up  to  grade 
9. 

Mr.  Fogarty.  Are  those  automatic  in¬ 
creases? 

Mr.  Brown,  They  are  not  automatic,  but 
the  journeyman  grade  is  a  grade  9  basically 
and  a  man  with  a  year’s  training  and  4  weeks 
of  intensive  classroom  work  is  ready  nor¬ 
mally  at  the  end  of  a  year  for  the  journey¬ 
man  grade. 

Then  there  is  another  instance  of  such 
testimony  but  no  place  is  there  an  indi¬ 
cation  of  any  such  promise. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  I  can  answer  the 
gentleman.  When  he  said,  “No,  they  are 
not  automatic’’ — they  are  not  automatic 
increases  for  every  person  that  he  hires. 
After  a  year’s  apprenticeship,  he  then 
selects  those  who  have  successfully 
passed  the  year’s  apprenticeship.  That 
is  why  the  raises  are  not  automatic. 
But,  it  is  selective.  They  are  hired  on 
the  basis  that  they  will  be  given  an 
increase  in-grade,  if  they  successfully 
pass  a  1  year’s  apprenticeship.  So  it  is 
not  automatic  but  selective  because  he 
selects  those  whom  he  thinks  are  doing 
the  best  job  after  a  1  year’s  apprentice¬ 
ship  and  those  who  he  believes  will  make 
the  best  investigators. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  But  there  is  still  no 
promise. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Oh,  yes,  there  is. 
When  the  man  is  hired  that  is  the 
understanding.  That  word  “automatic” 
has  no  significance. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  If  I  understood  cor¬ 
rectly,  you  said  these  people  were 
promised  a  raise.  Who  promised  them? 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  It  has  been  the 
practice. 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN.  No,  no.  Who  prom¬ 
ised  them? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  Administrator. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Who?  Name  the 
gentleman.- 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  What  authority  has 
he  to  tell  them  that  they  will  get  an  in¬ 
crease? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  He  is  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  wage  and  hour  law.  It  has 
been  departmental  practice  and  we  have 
found  that  is  the  best  way  to  efficiently 
run  this  operation.  As  I  understand  it, 
the  terms  of  employment  offered  to  a 
new  inspector  is  that  he  will  serve  a 
1-year  period  of  apprenticeship.  If  he 
finishes  that  efficiently  and  capably  he 
can  expect  to  be  promoted  to  the  grade 
of  a  journeyman  inspector  at  the  higher 
rating.  Some  of  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  have  been  complaining  about  the 
type  of  investigators  we  have  had  doing 
this  work.  This  is  a  method  by  which 
the  Department  is  able  to  secure  well- 
qualified  men  who  will  be  able  to  elimi¬ 
nate  some  of  the  complaints  to  which  you 
refer. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  That  is  right.  I  am 
one  of  them. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  is  the  way  to 
correct  it.  You  can  correct  that  situa¬ 
tion  by  voting  down  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman  may  proceed  for  an  addition¬ 
al  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  know  how  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  legislates,  and  believe  me, 
I  am  one  of  his  greatest  admirers  as  far 
as  his  work  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  is  concerned.  But  it  strikes  me  as 
coincidental  that  when  we  raise  the 
minimum  wage  from  75  cents  to  $1,  im¬ 
mediately  we  have  to  have  321  more  em¬ 
ployees.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  he  recalls  how  that  particular  fig¬ 
ure  was  justified  before  his  committee. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Because  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  violations  that  have  been  found  on 
investigations.  When  the  minimum 
wage  was  raised  from  40  cents  to  75  cents 
an  hour,  the  ratio  of  violations  to  com¬ 
plaints  was  1  to  8.  When  they  raised 
the  minimum  wage  from  75  cents  an 
hour  to  $1  an  hour,  it  jumped  from  1  to 
8  to  1  to  5.  So  the  violations  have  in¬ 
creased  by  that  amount.  In  addition  to 
that,  the  worst  violators  of  all  are  the 
50,000  new  businesses  a  year  that  are  es¬ 
tablished  and  the  50,000  businesses  which 
go  out  of  existence  each  year,  and  that 
is  where  most  of  the  violations  occur. 
Those  are  the  places  where  we  do  not 
have  a  chance  to  investigate  at  all.  In 
addition,  the  legislation  required  an  an¬ 
nual  review  of  all  wage  order  established 
in  Puerto  Rico.  It  required  added  staff 
to  perform  this  work. 
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So  they  are  getting  away  with  murder, 
and  we  cannot  do  anything  about  it,  be¬ 
cause  we  do  not  have  sufficient  personnel. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offei'ed  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hebert]. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi)  there  were — ayes  93,  noes  69. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title 
available  for  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be 
available  for  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a) :  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at 
meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or  ac¬ 
tivity  for  which  any  such  appropriation  is 
made. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department 
of  Labor  Appropriation  Act,  1968.” 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  (Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would 
appear,  I  might  say,  that  this  House  has 
become  economy  minded,  evidently 
hearing  from  the  folks  back  home.  I 
wish  the  same  atmosphere  had  prevailed 
during  the  last  10  years;  but  the  fact 
remains  that  at  the  present  moment  we 
are  in  a  very  cutting  frame  of  mind, 
everything  cut,  every  pai’ticular  item 
that  comes  up  an  amendment  to  cut  is 
offered:  trying  to  make  an  impression 
on  the  people  that  we  have  at  long  last 
become  economy  minded. 

The  country  has  grown  to  170  million 
people,  an  amazing  increase,  a  tremen¬ 
dous  population.  To  make  an  extremely 
simple  comparison  it  is  like  asking  a  man 
with  a  wife  and  5  children  to  live  today 
on  the  income  he  received  10  years  ago 
when  he  had  but  1  child  and  prices  were 
much  lower.  We  are  growing.  Some  of 
these  cuts  offered  may  be  justified,  but 
certainly  some  are  not.  Not  only  has  the 
cost  of  goods  and  services  gone  up  in  the 
past  10  years,  but  also  in  the  instance 
of  the  man  with  the  family,  the  family 
has  grown.  So  the  population  of  our 
country  has  grown.  Admitted  that  we 
want  economy  in  the  conduct  and  op¬ 
eration  of  Government,  let  us  not  go  hog 
wild  on  everything. 

I  am  for  economy  as  much  as  anybody 
In  this  House,  and  you  know  it. 

I  want  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
House  the  help  we  have  given  Great 
Britain  over  the  past  years.  In  1917  we 
gave  the  British  as  a  World  War  I  loan 
$8  billion.  In  1941,  RPC  loan,  $390  mil¬ 
lion;  1941  to  1945,  lend  lease,  $22  billion; 
1946,  postwar  loan,  $3,750,000,000.  And 
there  are  a  lot  of  economy-minded  peo¬ 
ple  here  today  who  voted  for  that  British 
loan  and  the  debt  is  not  being  paid,  nor 
is  the  interest.  But  when  it  comes  to  our 
own  backyard,  we  want  to  cut  them 
down. 

In  1948  to  1950,  Marshall  plan  grants 
amounted  to  $2,400,000,000.  In  1948  to 


1950,  Marshall  plan  loans  amounted  to 
$337  million.  In  1951  to  1956,  defense- 
aid  grants  of  $851  million,  and  defense- 
aid  loans,  $48  million.  Or  total  aid  from 
the  United  States  of  $37,776,000,000.  The 
figures  are  from  the  U.  S.  News  &  World 
Report  of  March  22,  1957. 

Now,  get  what  the  British  are  doing 
in  reference  to  their  health  and  welfare 
program.  I  might  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  for  the  sake  of  argu¬ 
ment,  what  is  the  total  overall  of  this 
bill? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Less  than  $3  billion. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  For  health,  education, 
and  welfare,  what  is  the  total? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Two  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  All  right.  Now,  here  is 
what  the  British  are  doing;  here  is  their 
budget.  The  British  are  spending  for 
welfare:  $1,534,000,000  for  national 
health  services,  $1,876,000,000  for  na¬ 
tional  insurance  benefits,  or  a  total  of 
$3,410,000,000.  The  British  are  also 
spending  $1,120,000,000  for  educational 
expenditures.  This  is  a  total  of  $4,530,- 
000,000  for  a  population  of  51  million 
people,  while  our  overall  program  is  less 
than  $3  billion  for  170  million  people. 
Now  the  irony  of  it  is,  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  that  while  we  are  spending  money 
on  foreign  aid  to  help  the  British,  we 
have  been  doing  it  for  years  to  carry  out 
their  various  health,  education,  and  wel¬ 
fare  programs — without  too  much  pro¬ 
test — as  usually  the  foreign-aid  appro¬ 
priation  bill  goes  through  the  House  in 
a  couple  of  hours,  we  sit  here  for  days 
trying  to  see  how  we  can  cut  back  on 
similar  programs  for  our  people  who 
have  been  paying  the  taxes  to  carry  on 
all  these  foreign-aid  programs. 

If  you  want  to  do  some  sizable  cutting, 
you  will  get  a  chance  on  the  foreign-aid 
bill. 

The  British  population  has  only  grown 
by  6  percent.  The  population  of  the 
United  States  is  growing  4  times  faster 
than  the  British.  Our  population  is  up 
22  percent  in  the  last  11  years.  It  is 
true  some  of  these  organizations  in  this 
appropriation  bill  being  considered  today, 
have  expanded  their  operational  facili¬ 
ties.  If  you  are  going  to  practice  disci¬ 
pline,  why  do  you  not  practice  discipline 
upon  the  pressure  groups  from  back 
home  that  demand  these  things?  All  of 
the  programs  have  been  authorized. 
Now  they  ask  for  the  appropriations  and 
you  are  cutting  them  back.  It  should 
have  stopped  with  the  authorizations, 
but  no,  you  wanted  them  authorized. 
You  wanted  these  expanded  facilities. 
The  folks  back  home,  the  various  groups, 
pressure  you  into  that,  but  when  it  comes 
to  appropriating  the  funds,  all  of  a  sud¬ 
den  cuts  are  demanded,  you  become 
economy  minded.  I  am  economy  minded, 
too.  Now  you  are  out  to  slash  promiscu¬ 
ously  whether  cuts  are  justified  or  not. 
Where  the  cuts  are  justified,  certainly  I 
want  to  support  them,  but  remember  this, 
you  voted  to  authorize  everything  that  is 
in  this  bill. 

Here  is  another  angle  I  want  to  bring 
Into  the  pictm’e.  This  is  an  article  by  a 
man  named  Don  Robinson  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  American  Pres*  He  said ; 

E^ve^  since  President  Elsenhower  announced 
that  $71.8  billion  budget,  I  have  been  trying 


to  find  a  happy  note  In  It.  I  finally  found  one. 

The  $71.8  billion  budget  Is  only  16  percent 
of  anticipated  total  national  production  for 
next  year,  whereas  the  1953  budget,  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  first  one,  was  $20.7  percent  of  total 
national  production  In  that  year. 

Furthermore,  whereas  the  new  budget  is 
only  10  percent  higher  than  the  1953  budget, 
total  national  Income  has  Increased  almost 
16  percent  since  1953,  hourly  earnings  of 
factory  workers  have  risen  18  percent,  and 
the  population  to  be  served  by  the  Federal 
Government  has  Increased  by  10  million. 

Although  I  am  as  opposed  as  anyone  to  the 
huge  cost  of  Federal  Government,  I  am 
pleased  to  find  a  slight  silver  lining  by  think¬ 
ing  in  terms  of  percentage  of  income  instead 
of  jUst  dollars. 

Twenty-five  years  ago  we  could  buy  an 
automobile  for  one-third  of  the  cost  today. 
But  during  that  period  our  total  earnings 
have  more  than  tripled,  so  that  a  new  car 
costs,  today,  a  smaller  percentage  of  Mr. 
Average  Man’s  earnings  than  it  did  in  1932. 

Mounting  Government  costs  seem  a  little 
less  frightening  when  compared  with  the 
rapid  rise  in  income  plus  the  huge  rise  in  the 
number  of  people  our  Government  must 
serve.  Even  the  national  debt  and  our  per¬ 
sonal  taxes  are  lower — as  a  percentage  of  our 
earnings — than  they  were  4  years  ago. 

Let’s  work  to  cut  the  budget  and  to  cut 
the  debt.  But  while  doing  so  we  may  become 
a  little  less  panicky  when  we  realize  that, 
although  the  trend,  dollarwise,  is  upward, 
the  rend  percentagewise  is  downward.' 

Now,  the  way  we  are  going  here  on  this 
particular  appropriation  bill  indicates  to 
me  that  we  are  just  not  trying  to  think 
anything  out.  We  are  not  taking  a  po¬ 
sition  on  whether  the  cut  is  justified  or 
is  not  justified.  You  are  just  determined 
to  cut.  Now  you  are  going  to  get  a 
chance  to  cut.  As  I  pointed  out,  you 
paid  over  to  Britain,  one  nation  alone, 
$37,776,000,000.  I  think  there  are  some 
places  where  this  budget  can  be  cut. 
But,  what  I  am  getting  at,  with  the  great 
growth  of  our  people  in  this  great  Na¬ 
tion  of  ours,  we  hear  talk  about  peace, 
progress,  and  prosperity,  and  now  we 
want  to  cut  back — cut  back,  and  cut 
down.  If  you  did  it  wisely  and  carefully, 
I  would  have  no  objection.  Incidentally, 
may  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  it  would  appear 
from  the  evidence  on  the  floor  here  to¬ 
day  that  your  committee  has  not  con¬ 
sidered  carefully  these  items  in  this  ap- 
priation  bill.  My  question  is.  Have  you? 
I  do  not  know.  I  presume  you  spent 
hours  and  days  and  weeks,  but  with  the 
amendments  offered  for  promiscuous 
cutting  I  just  wondered.  What  has  your 
committee  done? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  I  figure  it  up  men¬ 
tally,  we  spent  3  days  now  on  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  It  is  the  longest 
time  we  have  spent  on  the  Department 
of  Labor  in  the  11  years  I  know  some¬ 
thing  about.  The  House  has  cut  about 
$15.5  million,  but  of  that  $15.5  million, 
$14-milUon-odd  are  no  cuts  at  all,  be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  come  out  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  When  you  take  off  $12  million  for 
unemployment,  for  grants  to  States,  that 
is  nothing  out  of  the  Treasury  at  all, 
so  after  3  days,  you  might  say,  if  you 
stretched  it  a  bit,  you  have  shaved  off 
about  a  million  three  or  four  hundred 
thousand  dollars  out  of  the  entire  bill. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  would 
just  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  if  he  does 
not  think,  even  though  it  does  come 
down  to  what  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  says,  that  maybe  that  is 
all  we  did,  cut  it  $1  million,  that  that 
certainly  is  not  to  be  sneezed  at?  That 
is  real  progress;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Yes.  I  say  that  if  the 
cuts  are  justified,  that  is  one  thing.  But 
there  seems  to  be  a  different  attitude 
here  today.  Nobody  seems  to  be  listen¬ 
ing.  People  come  in  on  the  floor  and 
vote  yes  or  no  without  even  knowing 
what  they  are  voting  on. 

I  know  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
Is  a  conscientious,  hard-working,  prac¬ 
tical,  realistic,  clear-thinking  American. 
When  the  gentleman  presents  a  case  be¬ 
fore  the  House  I  always  listen  intently 
to  what  he  has  to  say.  I  have  a  great 
respect  for  him.  But  the  attitude  that 
has  been  shown  here  today  is  entirely 
different. 

We  are  a  big  Nation  of  170  million 
people.  I  do  not  like  to  see  the  trend 
that  this  debate  has  taken  on  these  ap¬ 
propriations.  I  shall  have  more  to  say 
on  the  subject,  if  I  have  the  opportunity, 
on  other  amendments  to  the  bills  in 
which  I  am  interested. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  am 
very  much  interested  in  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  saying.  But  I  should  like  to 
know,  what  are  the  items  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  feels  we  have  cut  in  the  last  two 
days  that  we  should  not  have  cut? 

Mr.  GAVTN.  I  wish  I  had  the  time 
to  reply  to  the  gentleman,  but  it  seems 
that  nobody  is  paying  any  particular 
attention  to  any  particular  item.  They 
are  just  trying  to  cut  all  of  them.  That 
That  is  what  I  am  objecting  to.  Some 
of  the  cuts  are  justified  and  some  are 
not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  F(X>ARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  tried  to  make  a  tabulation  of  what 
has  happened  in  the  last  3  days  as  it 
affected  the  Department  of  Labor.  That 
will  appear  in  the  Record.  It  will  be 
my  intention,  as  far  as  the  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Labor  is  concerned,  to 
ask  for  separate  votes  on  amendments 
carrying  cuts  in  the  Solicitor’s  Office, 
the  Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights  Di¬ 
vision,  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Emplo3Ttnent  Security,  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Women’s  Bu¬ 
reau,  and  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  May  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  it  is  my  intention 
to  ask  for  a  rollcall  on  all  the  others 
which  the  gentleman  has  not  men¬ 
tioned. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
that.  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  get 
some  of  his  people  to  stand  up  for  them. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
done  such  a  wonderful  job;  will  he  tell 
us  which  amendments  have  been  adopted 
and  what  they  do  so  that  when  we  get 
to  the  rollcalls  we  will  know  what  we 
are  doing? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  When  we  have  fin¬ 
ished  reading  the  bill,  I  will  list  the 
amendments  that  were  adopted  and  how 
much  they  cut  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  And  what  they 
would  do. 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  So  that  everybody 
will  know  what  they  are  voting  on. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
asked  the  gentleman  to  yield  for  the 
purpose  of  stating  publicly  on  this  floor 
that  the  speech  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  tMr.  Gavin]  made  put  this 
appropriation  bill  and  the  amendments 
thereto  in  a  proper  perspective.  He 
pointed  out  that  this  is  a  growing,  dyna¬ 
mic  nation.  We  have  10  million  more 
people  in  this  country  than  we  had  in 
1953.  Necessarily,  those  i>eople  are  go¬ 
ing  to  require  additional  services. 

Here  is  one  Member  of  the  House  who 
has  not  come  to  the  floor  and  condemned 
the  Eisenhower  budget.  And  I  do  not 
intend  to  condemn  it  because  I  do  not  as 
yet  know  enough  about  it  to  condemn  it. 
But  I  will  say  this.  Here  is  a  case  where 
w’e  are  faced  with  a  rapidly  increasing 
population,  with  laws  providing  manda¬ 
tory  increases  in  salaries  to  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  employees.  Most  of  the  cuts  that 
were  made  were  made  in  funds  Which,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  has  pointed  out,  do  not  repre¬ 
sent  cuts  in  the  budget  at  all  but  are 
rather  denials  of  funds  which  were  con¬ 
tributed  by  both  employers  and  employ¬ 
ees.  As  an  employer  of  labor  myself  I 
participate  in  that  and  personally  I  do 


not  think  that  these  funds  which  were 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Government 
in  a  trust  capacity  should  be  denied  to 
the  people  who  contributed  them. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  gentleman  could  tell  us  what 
his  intentions  are  with  respect  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  is  the  intention  to 
go  today  until  5  o’clock  and  then  con¬ 
tinue  on  tomorrow.  I  do  not  know 
whether  or  not  we  can  finish  the  bill  but 
we  are  going  to  go  as  far  as  we  can. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Did  I  correctly 
understand  the  gentleman  to  say  that 
the  total  cut  for  3  days  of  work  here 
amounted  to  about  $1,300,000? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  real  cut  is  $1,- 
345,000. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  At  that  rate,  in  30 
days  we  could  cut  it  $10  million,  or  if  we 
stayed  here  a  year  or  300  days  we  could 
cut  it  $100  million,  which  would  be  about 
one-seventh  of  1  percent  of  the  total 
amount  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Does  the  gentleman 
intend  to  finish  the  bill  tomorrow? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  are  about  one- 
third  of  the  way  through  the  bill,  in  3 
days.  If  we  can  finish  the  other  two- 
thirds  tomorrow,  we  will  finish  it.  I 
may  say  it  is  going  to  take  a  good  day 
of  rollcalls,  or  maybe  two,  I  do  not  know. 
At  the  rate  it  is  going,  we  may  have  2 
days  of  rollcalls. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Does  that  mean  all 
these  rollcalls  will  come  tomorrow  night? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  know.  That 
will  depend  on  the  Members,  how  late 
they  want  to  stay. 

Now  I  would  like  to  summarize  what 
has  been  done  to  the  Departnjent  of 
Labor.  The  following  table  shows  the 
statistics : 


United  States  Department  of  Labor 


Committee 

recommen¬ 

dation 

Floor  action 

Reduction 

Office  of  the  Secretary _ ■ _ 

$1,  510, 000 

2,  225,  000 
1, 031,  .300 

542.  000 

3,  600,  000 
6, 000, 000 

262,  000, 000 
36,  800,  000 
26,  .500, 000 
2,  ,500,  (KX) 
2.  838,  000 
7,  470, 000 
462, 000 
10, 888, 000 

$1,  480,  000 
2,  021,000 
985,000 
406,000 
3, 600,000 
6,558,000 
249,  814, 000 
36,  800, 000 
25, 000, 000 
2,  236,  200 
2,  838, 000 
7, 124, 000 
431,000 
10,  600, 000 

$30, 000 
204,  000 
46,  300 
130,000 

OfRce  of  the  Solicitor  _ 

Bureau  of  Veterans'  Reemployment  Rights _ 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security _ 

442,000 
12, 186, 000 

Grants  to  States  _ _ _  _ 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees _ 

1,  500, 000 
263,800 

Mexican  farm  labor  program _ _ 1__I _ 

Bureau  of  Employees'  Compensation _ 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.! _ 

346, 000 
31,000 
288,000 

Women’s  Bureau _ _ _ _ 

Wage  and  Hour  Division _ 

Total . 

364,  306, 300 

348,  893, 200 

15.  473, 100 

Less: 

Reed  bill  items _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

208, 000,  000 
36,  800, 000 
26,  500, 000 

2.55,  372, 000 
36,  800, 000 
25, 000, 000 

12, 628,  000 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans _ _ 

Unemployment  compen.sat.ion  for  Federfil  employees 

1,500,000 

Total  (lediictinn.<! _ _  . . 

331,  300, 000 

317, 172, 000 

14, 128, 000 

Total  salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ _ _ 

33, 066, 300 

31,  721,  200 

1, 345, 100 

1957 
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As  a  final  statement  to  you,  I  want 
to  reiterate  emphatically  what  I  have 
said  a  number  of  times  during  the  pres¬ 
entation  of  the  Labor  Department  items 
in  the  bill  and  summarize  the  results  of 
the  last  3  days’  action.  First  point  I 
want  to  reiterate  is  that  you  pass  laws 
and  then  you  fail  to  carry  out  your  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  seeing  that  necessary  ap¬ 
propriations  are  made  to  administer 
them.  I  personally  do  not  subscribe  to 
such  action. 

The  amendments  offered  during  the 
past  3  days  have  been  without  construc¬ 
tive  evaluation  of  what  damage  they 
will  do.  All  of  a  sudden  you  make  1957 
fiscal  year  something  magic.  It  becomes 
the  maximum  program  level  for  all  legis¬ 
lation  regardless  of  content.  You  want 
all  appropriations  cut  to  the  amount 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1957.  But 
in  your  hysteria  you  do  not  stop  there. 
You  proceed  in  instances  to  reduce  ap¬ 
propriations  below  the  1957  base.  You 
fail  to  recognize  legislation  which  you 
passed  only  last  year  which  places  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  on  each  of  these  departments 
to  pay  their  fair  share  into  the  retire¬ 
ment  accounts  for  their  employees.  In 
some  instances  you  have  allowed  it  or 
part  of  it.  You  have  also  failed  to  recog¬ 
nize  fiscal  year  1958  has  1  more  day 
than  fiscal  year  1957.  These  two  items 
are  sizable  and  will  make  further  cuts 
in  program  necessary  if  funds  are  not 
appropriated  for  these  pui'poses.  One 
more  overall  statement  before'  telling 
you  in  some  detail  just  what  you  have 
done.  My  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  have  been  notably  conspicuous 
by  the  anemic  support  they  have  given 
their  leader,  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Now  just  what  has  happened  here  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  3  days? 

The  press  has  been  carrying  stories  of 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  of  savings 
which  have  been  made.  Now,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  let  us  set  the  record  straight. 
Let  us  not  fool  the  public  and  let  us  not 
fool  ourselves.  The  greatest  part  of  the 
so-called  savings  will  not  save  the  United 
States  Treasury  a  single  cent. 

Total  reduction  made  on  this  floor 
during  the  last  3  days  came  to  $15,- 
473,100.  Of  this,  however,  only  $1,- 
345,100  can  be  considered  actual  savings. 

I  want  to  make  this  just  as  clear  as 
can  be — the  only  real  savings  which  con¬ 
stitute  a  definite  and  permanent  gain  to 
the  United  States  Ti'easury  came  to  just 
a  little  over  $1.3  million.  I  am  cog¬ 
nizant  of  the  $1.5  million  reduction  in 
the  veterans  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  request  but  that  is  for  payments 
that  must  be  made  to  veterans  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  law  and  regardless  of  the 
amount  needed  we  will  have  to  provide 
it.  Now  to  sum  up  the  toil  and  stress  of 
the  last  3  days  we  coifte  up  with  a  $1.3 
million  reduction — small  indeed  to  the 
total  Budget — but  gigantic  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  a  department  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  having  the  smallest  staff  of  the 
Cabinet  Departments.  Every  item  which 
the  Committee  allowed  had  the  most 
careful  evaluation  and  I  believe  it  a  seri¬ 
ous  mistake  to  pick  on  the  smallest  Cabi¬ 
net  agency  to  attack  for  reductions. 
You  ladies  and  gentlemen  are  jeopardiz¬ 


ing  such  activities  as  the  Consumer 
Price  Index;  the  establishment  of  pre¬ 
vailing  wages  for  Government  construc¬ 
tion  contracts;  the  placing  of  older 
workers  in  jobs;  helping  physically 
handicapped  to  obtain  employment ;  de¬ 
priving  workers  of  the  wages  they  are 
entitled  to  by  handicapping  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act; 
the  reduction  of  industrial  accidents, 
the  increase  here  directed  to  work  in 
the  atomic-energy  field;  the  problems 
of  ever-increasing  numbers  of  women 
workers,  many  of  whom  must  work  from 
economic  necessity  and  many  who  indus¬ 
try  find  have  talent  that  are  best  suited 
for  the  job  to  be  done;  and  you  have  also 
eliminated  funds  to  study  the  effect  of 
imports  and  exports  on  American  labor 
together  with  funds  for  much  needed  la¬ 
bor  market  information  for  areas  of  la¬ 
bor  surplus. 

Now  a  few  detailed  remarks  about 
your  actions  of  the  past  3  days. 

OFFICE  OF  SECRETARY 

Your  action  eliminated  the  increase 
for  the  Office  of  International  Labor 
Affairs  amounting  to  $30,000 — a  small 
sum  to  insure  adequacy  of  the  knowledge 
of  the  Department  in  the  movement  of 
workers  and  worker  organizations  in 
various  parts  of  the  world.  It  has  been 
said  many  times  that  labor  organiza¬ 
tions  are  the  first  target  point  for  Com¬ 
munists  to  try  and  make  inroads.  It  is 
important  that  the  Secretary  in  recom¬ 
mending  labor  policy  both  here  and 
abroad  have  close  to  him  staff  advisory 
assistance.  Again  I  say  $30,000  is  a 
small  amount  of  money  for  this  purpose. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Here  is  where  you  become  very  ambi¬ 
tious.  You  not  only  cut  this  office  back 
to  1957  but  you  did  not  allow  money  for 
the  mandatory  increases  for  retirement 
and  transfer  of  funds  previously  ap¬ 
proved  in  another  appropriation.  In 
the  committee’s  recommendation  for  an 
appropriation  of  $2,225,000  there  was 
only  $20,000  for  program  increases.  The 
balance  was  for  mandatoiT  items.  If 
your  action  stands,  this  means  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  some  35  positions — this  reduc¬ 
tion  coming  at  a  time  when  the  workload 
of  the  Solicitor’s  Office  shows  increasing 
activity.  The  Solicitor’s  Office  is  begin¬ 
ning  to  feel  in  greater  numbers  the  im¬ 
pact  of  litigation  as  a  result  of  the  recent 
amendments  to  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act.  The  legislative  requirement 
that  the  wage  orders  in  Puerto  Rico  be 
reviewed  annually  has  added  a  new 
burden  to  this  Office.  I  cannot  take  the 
time  here  to  go  into  all  the  details  but 
I  assure  you  that  evidence  was  supplied 
in  committee  which  was  definitely  con¬ 
vincing  that  the  staff  requested  was 
needed.  If  the  SoUcitor’s  Office  cannot 
cari-y  out  his  litigation  responsibilities 
there  will  be  complaints  not  only  from 
labor  but  there  will  be  complaints  from 
employers  that  unfair  employers  are  tak¬ 
ing  advantage  of  them.  Likewise  work¬ 
ers  will  not  receive  the  wages  to  which 
they  are  entitled  by  law.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  will  be  the  loser  because  third 
party  suits  imder  the  Federal  Employees 
Compensation  Act  will  have  to  be  passed 
by  because  of  insufficient  staff.  Thou¬ 


sands  and  thousands  of  dollars  have 
been  recovered  by  the  Government 
through  this  legal  technique. 

MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM 

We  had  quite  a  debate  on  this  item 
yesterday  and  I  will  not  burden  you  with 
much  detail.  What  you  have  done  is 
quite  simple.  The  program  will  be  15 
percent  larger  in  1958  than  in  1957.  For 
this  increased  workload,  the  committee 
proposed  a  mere  4  percent  increase  in 
appropriations.  You  wiped  out  this 
small  increase — the  result  of  which 
means  a  deterioration  of  the  program. 
More  specifically  you  endanger  an  in¬ 
ternational  agreement  between  this 
country  and  Mexico  by  making  it  impos¬ 
sible  to  carry  out  certain  guaranties  the 
Mexican  Government  requires  for  its 
nationals  coming  to  this  country  to  work 
in  agriculture.  Does  not  the  figure  of 
over  400,000  importations  during  the 
cupent  fiscal  year  indicate  the  need  for 
this  program.  As  long  as  we  enjoy  a 
high  level  of  employment  we  will  need 
this  program?  As  long  as  we  enjoy  a 
few  thousands  of  savings  is  just  a  mis¬ 
take. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

In  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  the 
committee  reduced  the  request  here  by 
$135,700.  It  allowed  $119,800  increase 
over  1957,  of  which  $52,200  was  for  pro¬ 
gram  increases.  Program  increases  re¬ 
lated  to  aiding  in  the  employment  of  the 
physically  handicapped,  extension  of 
safety  sendee  in  the  use  of  atomic  energy, 
and  improving  conditions  of  domestic  mi¬ 
grant  workers.  The  balance  of  $67,600 
was  for  mandatory  items.  The  action 
on  the  floor  eliminated  the  program  in¬ 
creases  for  ena’oling  the  Bureau  to  keep 
abreast  of  accident  hazards  in  the 
atomic  energy  field  and  institute  such  ac¬ 
tion  in  their  safety  program  necessary 
to  promote  safety  for  the  workers  in¬ 
volved. 

BUREAU  OP  VETERANS’  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS 

Perhaps  the  most  shocking  thing  of  all 
has  happened  here.  By  shaving  off 
$136,000  from  the  committee  recommen¬ 
dation,  you  are  making  necessary  an  ac¬ 
tual  reduction  in  level  of  operations  for 
this  most  crucial  activity. 

As  I  stated  on  Tuesday,  curtailment  of 
other  benefits  for  servicemen  entering 
on  duty  after  January  31,  1955  makes 
the  reemployment  program  the  only  ma¬ 
jor  readjustment  device  available  to 
veterans. 

The  workload  of  this  bureau  will  be 
substantially  increased  because  of  the 
buildup  in  the  Ready  Reserves.  The 
number  of  reservists  and  national 
guardsmen  who  must  perform  training 
duty  in  1958  will  be  about  40  percent 
over  1956  and  25  percent  over  1957.  This 
increase  is  due  to  the  fact  that  all  mili¬ 
tary  releases  after  August  .1957  must  ac¬ 
cept  duty  in  the  Active  Reserve. 

Because  of  your  action  this  week,  this 
Bureau  will  not  be  able  to  render  ade¬ 
quate  service  to  the  veterans. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Let  us  see  what  damage  you  have  done 
in  reducing  the  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  by  $442,000.  The  committee  had 
allowed  only  $89,560  for  program  in- 
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creases  including  a  transfer  of  $53,300 
from  the  office  of  the  secretary.  Cutting 
it  back  to  the  1957  level  without  making 
allowances  for  mandatory  items  will 
make  necessary  the  reduction  of  60  posi¬ 
tions.  Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  history. 
We  have  increased  programs  through 
legislation,  increased  the  funds  for  State 
employment  agencies,  but  we  have  done 
nothing  to  allow  the  national  office  to 
keep  up  with  its  expanding  responsibili¬ 
ties.  Specifically,  it  is  responsible  for 
supervision  directly  or  indirectly  of  the 
handling  of  $1*72  billion  in  unemployment 
insurance  tax  collection;  $1*4  billion  in 
unemployment  insurance  benefits;  and 
one-fourth  billion  dollars  in  administra¬ 
tive  funds.  It  is  the  one  operating  arm 
of  Government  that  actually  aids  in  the 
placement  of  the  older  worker  into  a  job. 
Likewise  it  occupies  the  same  role  in 
placing  physically  handicapped  workers 
into  jobs  they  can  perform.  I  believe  you 
have  made  a  terrible  mistake  in  the  ac¬ 
tion  you  took  on  Wednesday  in  reducing 
the  appropriation  request. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Cutting  the  program  increases  out  of 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  request 
will  be  disastrous.  This  Bureau  in  the 
field  of  research  and  statistics  is  con¬ 
sidered  the  best  in  its  field.  Its  work  is 
used  by  all  of  us  as  well  as  by  manage¬ 
ment  and  labor  and  the  public.  As  an 
example,  again  I  remind  you  of  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  cutting  funds  needed  to  insure 
accuracy  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 
Poui’  million  workers’  wages  go  up  or 
down  as  this  index  moves.  It  must  be 
accurate.  It  has  become  the  biggest  tool 
for  settling  management  and  labor  dif¬ 
ferences  on  wage  questions.  Imagine 
what  will  happen  if  the  accuracy  of  the 
index  is  questioned. 

Time  will  not  permit  detail  presenta¬ 
tion  of  all  this  Bureau’s  programs,  but  I 
assure  the.Members  of  this  body  that  its 
work  in  the  field  of  wages,  employment, 
productivity,  wholesale  and  retail  prices, 
are  all  important  to  our  economy  and 
they  are  used  extensively.  I  think  you 
all  know  that.  It  should  not  be  allowed 
to  deteriorate,  but  if  your  action  stands 
that  will  be  the  result. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION’ 

You  have  sliced  $888,000  from  the 
Wage  and  Hour  Division,  with  the  result 
that  there  will  have  to  be  an  actual  re¬ 
duction  in  level  of  operations.  This  at  a 
time  when  the  rate  of  back  wages  found 
due  is  at  the  highest  level  ever — about 
$20  million  a  year. 

Two  years  ago,  this  body,  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  vote,  increased  the  minimum 
wage  from  75  cents  to  $1.  Are  we  now 
saying  that  we  do  not  want  to  enforce 
that  minimum?  Wage-hour  investiga¬ 
tions  show  that  1  out  of  every  5  firms 
are  violating  the  dollar  minimum. 

The  committee’s  recommendation  for 
an  appropriation  of  $10,888,000  would 
not  add  a  single  employee  to  the  Division. 
By  cutting  this  item,  you  have  reduced 
the  staff  and  consequently  reduced  the 
level  of  enforcement  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  and  the  Public  Contracts 
Act. 

You  will  cause  a  reduction  in  the  al¬ 
ready  too  small  sample  inspection  check 


which  at  this  time  is  only  7  percent  of 
800,000  covered  establishments. 

You  will  handicap  the  Division  carry¬ 
ing  out  its  legislative  responsibility  of 
reviewing  each  wage  order  in  Puerto  Rico 
annually.  If  this  work  lags  you  will 
hear  plenty  from  employers  in  the  main¬ 
land. 

The  following  telegram  was  received 
from  George  Meany,  president  of  AFL- 
CIO,  supporting  the  request  for  Wage 
and  Hour  and  the  Solicitor’s  Office. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  27,  1957. 
Hon.  John  E.  Fogarty, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Initial  actions  of  House  in  slashing  vital 
programs  of  Labor  Department  most  disturb¬ 
ing.  Enforcement  of  labor  standards  ■will  be 
crippled  by  cut  in  Solicitor’s  Oflace.  Trust 
this  cut  will  be  restored  on  rollcall  and  that 
cuts  for  Wage-Hour  Division  will  be  resisted. 
Present  hysteria  over  budget  must  not  blind 
Congress  to  needs  of  American  people  in 
labor  and  welfare  field.  On  behalf  of  15 
million  workers,  I  call  upon  the  Congress  to 
support  recommendations  of  Appropriations 
Committee. 

George  Meant,  - 
President,  AFL-CIO. 

CXINCLUSION 

Now,  ladies  and  gentleman,  you  do 
have  a  chance  to  correct  the  mistakes 
which  you  have  made.  I  expect  to  ask 
for  a  number  of  rollcalls.  I  trust  that 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  will 
join  in  supporting  this  request  for  a 
record  vote.  I  expect  to  ask  for  a  roll- 
call  on  practically  every  appropriation 
request. 

I  am  hopeful  that  during  these  roll- 
calls,  you  will  give  some  consideration 
to  the  significance  of  each  of  the  cuts 
made.  If  you  do,  I  believe  you  will  agree 
that  these  cuts  were  the  kind  the  Presi¬ 
dent  had  in  mind  when  he  talked  about 
foolish  and  fatuous  cutting.  These  are 
cuts  which  the  Republican  Secretary  of 
Labor  asks  be  restored  and  as  a  further 
reminder  for  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  of  the  President’s  budget 
policy. 

I  quote  an  editorial  from  this  morn¬ 
ing’s  Washington  Post  and  Times  Her¬ 
ald  entitled  “President  and  Budget.” 

President  and  Budget 

It  was  high  time  for  Mr.  Eisenhower  to 
stand  up  for  his  budget.  The  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive's  unwise  intimation  earlier  that  it  was 
Congress’  job  to  cut  the  budget  had  started 
a  prairie  fire.  Demands  from  constituents 
had  put  legislators  in  a  mood  to  cut  foreign 
aid,  school  construction  funds  and  other 
vital  items.  The  implication,  though  not 
necessarily  the  fact,  was  that  Mr.  Eisen¬ 
hower  was  encouraging  them. 

Yesterday  Mr.  Elsenhower  forthrightly  as¬ 
serted  the  executive  responsibility  for  the 
budget.  In  a  dissertation  that  sometimes 
was  eloquent,  he  reminded  Congress  that  no 
dollars  today  *  •  •  are  being  spent  more 
wisely  for  the  future  of  American  peace  and 
prosperity  than  the  dollars  we  put  in  foreign 
aid.  We  are  not  going  to  cut  projects  in 
the  security  field  severely,  he  said,  “or  we 
are  going  to  suffer.”  Without  school  aid 
the  classroom  deficit  will  grow  more  serious. 
Talk  of  a  $5  billion  budget  reduction  and 
a  tax  cut  is  absurd  in  light  of  the  essential 
national  Interest  in  veterans’  care,  agricul¬ 
ture,  public  education  and  the  like;  “it  is 
just  fatuous  to  get  up  and  say  we  are  just 
going  to  save  all  this  money,  and  then  not 
do  something  about  Federal  responsibilities 


already  given  us.”  There  are  plenty  of  areas 
for  legitimate  economies  by  Congress  In 
eliminating  the  postal  defict,  in  adjusting 
Federal  service  fees  and  below-cost  loan  rates 
and  in  pruning  the  perennial  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  projects  that  seem  to  flow  on  forever. 

Whether  this  impressive  defense  comes  too 
late  to  prevent  damage  remains  to  be  seen; 
the  Are  may  unhappily  be  out  of  control.  In 
any  event,  it  is  heartening  to  have  evidence 
tha  Mr.  Eisenhower  intends  to  flght  for  what 
he  believes  in.  His  words  yesterday  were  be¬ 
fitting  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

food  and  drug  administration 

Salaries  and  exjienses:  For  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  for  carrying  out  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act;,  as  amended  (21 
U.  S.  C.  301-392') ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act, 
as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50);  the  Import 
Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C.  141-149);  the  Federal 
Caustic  Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C.  401—411) ;  and 
the  Pilled  Milk  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
61-64) ;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results 
of  investigations:  purchase  of  chemicals,  ap¬ 
paratus,  and  scientific  equipment;  payment 
in  advance  for  special  tests  and  analyses  by 
contract:  and  payment  of  fees,  travel,  and 
per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug 
enforcement  operations;  $9,300,000. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  (Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jonas:  Page 
13.  line  7,  strike  out  ”$9,300,000’’  and  insert 
“$7,973,000.” 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  deals  with  a  sensitive  agency 
because  it  deals  with  activities  affecting 
all  of  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
It  is  not  a  meat-ax  cut.  It  does  not  go 
back  of  the  figures  of  1957.  There  is  suf¬ 
ficient  money  left  in  the  bill  to  carry  on 
activities  at  the  level  they  were  carried 
on  throughout  1957;  to  provide  for  the 
civil-service  contribution  and  for  the  ex¬ 
tra  day’s  pay;  to  provide  funds  necessary 
to  replace  old  and  obsolete  equipment: 
and  funds  to  establish  a  new  office  which 
the  agency  wishes  to  establish  to  bring 
up  the  list  of  offices  throughout  the 
country  to  17. 

The  amendment  would  eliminate 
money  requested  to  increase  personnel 
16  percent  above  1957  or  to  add  162  per¬ 
sons  to  the  rolls. 

I  am  aware  of  the  fact  that  a  Citizens’ 
Advisory  Committee  recently  advocated 
an  expansion  of  the  food-and-drug  ac¬ 
tivity,  but  I  think  we  should  expand 
gradually.  With  my  amendment  adopt¬ 
ed,  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
will  have  over  $1  million  more  than  it 
had  in  1957,  and  that  will  be  a  sizable 
increase  in  just  1  year. 

Mr.  RI'VERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIIfERS.  I  was  afraid  the  gentle¬ 
man  was  not  going  to  mention  the 
agency.  It  is  the  Food  and  Drug  Admin¬ 
istration? 

Mr.  JONAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  What  are  the  person¬ 
nel  the  gentleman  refers  to  in  his  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  cite  the  gentleman  to 
page  111  of  the  hearings,  and  I  read  the 
following; 
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Thiis  there  remains  $1,327,000  of  the  In¬ 
crease  requested  for  an  expansion  of  current 
operations,  which  represents  about  a  19- 
percent  increase  over  the  appropriations  for 
the  current  fiscal  year.  The  latter  amount 
will  allow  a  16-percent  Increase  In  person¬ 
nel  or  162  new  polstions  in  fiscal  year  1958 
(45  departmental,  117  field). 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Inspectors? 

Mr.  JONAS.  Forty-five  departmental 
and  117  for  the  field. 

I  call  the  committee’s  attention  to  the 
fact  that  in  addition  to  these  appro¬ 
priated  funds  the  agency  has  some  mone^ 
which  it  receives  as  a  result  of  fees  col¬ 
lected  in  operations. 

These  are  estimated  at  $1,254,000  for 
1958 ;  and  the  amount  of  those  fees  would 
be  added  to  the  amount  left  in  the  bill 
if  the  amendment  is  adopted.  This  would 
provide  $9,227,000  for  next  year. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairma4i, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri  may  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  requested  and  re¬ 
ceived  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks  and  to  include  a  statement.) 

MINIMUM  PROGRESS  ON  AN  URGENT  PROGRAM  TO 

REBUILD  STRENGTH,  OF  THE  FOOD  AND  DRUG 

ADMINISTRATION 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  want  to  take  this  op¬ 
portunity  to  express  my  personal  grati¬ 
tude  to  one  of  the  finest  Members  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  Congress¬ 
man  John  Fogarty  of  Rhode  Island,  and 
to  the  Members  of  his  subcommittee,  for 
their  work  on  this  appropriation  bill  now 
before  us. 

They  have  looked  behind  the  dollar 
mark.  They  have  seen  a  vision  of  a  bet¬ 
ter  America  and  a  better  world.  They 
have  translated  the  dull  and  dreary  fig¬ 
ures  of  their  assigned  part  of  a  $72  bil¬ 
lion  Federal  budget  into  terms  of  better 
health,  better  living,  the  pursuit  of  hap¬ 
piness,  for  the  170  million  people  of  this 
country. 

There  has  been  some  criticisms  here  of 
the  so-called  extravagances  involved  in 
this  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  We  are 
told  that  we  are  handing  out  nearly  three 
billions  of  dollars,  as  if,  perhaps,  we  were 
throwing  money  around  loosely. 

If  a  President — or  a  laborer  in  the  steel 
mills — or  a  housewife — or  a  child  can 
avoid  a  heart  attack  as  a  result  of  re¬ 
search  provided  for  in  this  bill;  or  if  a 
way  is  found  to  ease  the  agony  of  can¬ 
cer,  let  alone  cure  or  prevent  cancer;  or 
if  people  otherwise  doomed  to  the  crip¬ 
pling  misery  of  arthritis  can  be  guided 
to  a  pain-f«ee  life — if  any  of  these  things 
can  be  done  through  the  money  we  ap¬ 
propriate  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  who  is  there  among  us  who  will 


say  it  is  money  wasted — thrown  away — 
frittered  away? 

Going  through  the  many  items  in  this 
appropriation  bill,  it  is  obvious  that  these 
are  generally  the  most  constructive  ap¬ 
propriations  we  make  all  year.  We  use 
this  money  to  learn  not  how  to  kill,  but 
how  to  help  our  people  to  live  in  health, 
to  live  better,  happier,  more  productive 
lives. 

This  appropriation  bill  did  not  take 
shape  in  a  vacuum.  It  was  not  put  to¬ 
gether  in  a  catch-as-catch-can,  hap¬ 
hazard  manner.  It  did  not  suddenly  ma¬ 
terialize  out  of  thin  air.  It  was  put  to¬ 
gether  item  by  item  by  the  subcommittee 
under  Mr.  Fogarty  with  devotion  and 
care  and  full  awareness  of  the  meaning 
and  need  represented  in  every  single 
item. 

I  say  that  not  only  each  of  us  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  but  every 
American — and  everyone  who  loves  hu¬ 
manity — owes  Chairman  Fogarty  and 
his  subcommittee,  and  the  members  of 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
our  thanks  for  a  wonderful  job  of  con¬ 
scientious  legislating  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est  on  this  bill. 

THE  FOOD  AND  DRUG  APPROPRIATION 

I  happen  to  be  most  familiar  out  of 
all  of  the  many  items  in  this  bill  with 
the  one  dealing  with  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration.  Ever  since  coming  to 
Congress  in  1953,  I  have  made  the  work 
of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  one 
of  my  prime  interests  as  a  Member  of 
the  House,  as  one  who  attempts  to  look 
at  legislation  primarily  from  the  con¬ 
sumer  standpoint. 

In  several  previous  years,  I  was  heart¬ 
sick  over  the  treatment  given  to  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  by  the 
President  and  his  former  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  Mrs. 
Hobby  was  never  really  convinced,  it 
seems,  that  this  Agency  was  important 
or  did  a  worthwhile  job. 

In  1954,  in  addition  to  resisting  efforts 
made  by  some  of  us  to  increase  appro¬ 
priations  for  this  Agency,  Mrs.  Hobby 
asked  instead  that  we  provide  funds  for 
an  objective  study  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  to  see  if  the  Agency  was 
being  unfair  to  business  or  overly  zealous 
for  the  consumer,  or  was  really  perform¬ 
ing  an  important  function.  The  funds 
for  such  a  study  were  provided,  and  the 
report  which  eventually  came  to  us  as  a 
result — made  by  a  group  appointed  by 
Mrs.  Hobby — ^proved  beyond  doubt  that 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  was 
horribly  understaffed,  underequipped, 
and  unable  to  do  the  things  it  should  do 
for  the  consumer  and  the  American  pub¬ 
lic,  as  well  as  for  legitimate  business 
operating  against  unscrupulous  competi¬ 
tion  from  fly-by-night  outfits. 

ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  URGED  HUGE  EXPANSION 

The  Advisory  Committee  urged  an  im¬ 
mediate  start  on  a  complete  overhaul  of 
the  Agency’s  facilities  and  a  threefold  to 
fourfold  increase  in  funds.  It  suggested 
that  this  tremendous  expansion  should 
occur  within  5  to  10  years. 

Many  of  the  Members  are  familiar 
with  the  attempt  which  I  made  in  1955, 
right  after  this  Advisory  Committee  re¬ 


port  was  made  public,  to  begin  immedi¬ 
ately  to  provide  added  funds  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  rebuilding  program.  But  it  was 
not  until  last  year,  when  the  current 
fiscal  year  budget  was  under  consider¬ 
ation,  that  the  President  first  included 
in  his  budget  and  first  supported  any 
funds  for  an  expansion  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  So  we  were  a  full 
year  late  in  getting  started. 

A  modest  expansion  is  now  underway. 
The  budget  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
would  continue  that  expansion  program, 
at  a  somewhat  stepped-up  pace.  Last 
year,  we  added  roughly  $1  million  to  the 
$5j4  million  appropriation  for  Food  and 
Drug;  in  this  bill  now  before  us  we  would 
add  $2 1/2  million  more,  making  a  total  of 
$9,300,000  for  the  regular  activities  of 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 

Looking  at  the  comparative  figures,  on 
a  percentage  basis,  this  might  appear  to 
some  to  be  a  vast  increase — another  in¬ 
stance,  perhaps,  of  extravagance.  But 
let  me  call  several  things  to  the  attention 
of  the  Members: 

First,  this  is  an  item  of  $9,300,000  out 
of  a  nearly  $3  billion  appropriation  bill — 
a  mere  pittance  in  a  $71.8  billion 
budget — less  than  6  cents  per  person  for 
170  million  Americans  to  protect  them 
from  filthy  or  dangerous  or  adulterated 
or  fraudulent  foods,  drugs,  or.  cosmetics. 

Second,  let  me  remind  the  Members 
what  the  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 
port  written  by  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island,  Representative  Fogarty, 
says  about  this  item: 

The  citizens  committee  (that  is,  the  ad¬ 
visory  committee  I  referred  to  earlier)  recom¬ 
mended  that  personnel  and  facilities  (for 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration)  be  in¬ 
creased  threefold  to  fourfold  within  5  to  10 
years.  At  the  rate  provided  for  in  the  bill  it 
will  take  a  minimum  of  10  years  to  somewhat 
less  than  treble  the  personnel  and  facilities. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
the  very  least,  the  very  least,  the  mini¬ 
mum,  that  the  Advisory  Committee  rec¬ 
ommended  be  done  to  protect  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  through  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration. 

PROCEEDING  AT  MINIMUM  PACE  IN  REBUILDING 
PDA 

This  is  the  very  minimum.  If  this 
item  were  to  be  reduced,  it  would  slow 
up  this  urgent  rebuilding  program  below 
a  level  considered  safe  by  a  citizens’  ad¬ 
visory  committee  appointed  by  a  critical, 
doubting.  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  to  study  the  operations 
of  an  agency  in  her  Department  she 
seemed  to  fear  might  be  spending  too 
much  money.  You  can  be  sure  Mrs. 
Hobby  did  not  appoint  to  the  Advisory 
Committee  persons  whom  she  felt  would 
be  spenders  and  wasters  of  Federal  funds 
for  unnecesary  functions. 

By  rights,  we  should  be  rebuilding  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  at  the 
higher  level  recommended  by  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee — so  that  within  5  years 
it  would  be  4  times  as  effective  as  it  was 
at  the  time  the  study  was  made.  In¬ 
stead,  we  provide  in  this  bill  an  amount 
which  permits  expansion  to  3  times  pre¬ 
vious  size  by  1966. 

I  am  certainly  not  going  to  criticize 
the  Appropriations  Committee  for  not 
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going  faster  on  this.  I  think  the  Fogarty 
subcommittee  did  the  very  best  anyone 
could  reasonably  expect  in  this  regard, 
as  it  did  on  so  many  other  items  in  this 
bill. 

I  only  hope  that  none  of  the  Members 
of  the  House  become  so  carried  away  by 
the  delightful  prospect  of  cutting  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower’s  budget  anywhere  and 
everywhere,  without  regard  for  particu¬ 
lar  items  or  particular  needs,  as  to  join ' 
in  seeking  to  reduce  this  long-overdue 
increase  in  the  funds  of  the  one  agency 
set  up  to  protect  us  from  impure  drugs, 
foods,  and  cosmetics,  all  170  million  of 
us.  I  urge  the  Members  to  use  sound 
judgment  and  not  vote  for  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  part  of  my  remarks, 
I  include  the  testimony  which  I  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Chairman  Fogarty’s  subcom-. 
mittee  at  hearings  last  month  on  this 
bill,  as  follows; 

Adequatk  FTtnds  for  Food  and  Drug 
Administration 

(Testimony  by  Representative  Leonor  K. 
Sullivan,  of  Missouri,  before  House  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  for  Department  of 
Labor  and  for  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  February  28,  1957) 
There  are  many  Items  in  the  budgets  of 
both  Departments  involved  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  that  I  would  like  to  take  up  today, 
because  these  deal  with  functions  of  govern¬ 
ment  directly  affecting  the  average  family 
and  the  individual  citizen — more  so,  I  would 
say,  than  any  appropriation  bill  applying  to 
the  other  departments.  This  subcommittee. 
In  my  experience  in  the  Congress,  has  always 
recognized  the  vital  importance  of  these 
functions  of  government,  and  I  want  you  to 
know  how  much  I  admire  and  respect  the 
chairman  and  the  other  members  for  the 
great  good  they  have  accomplished  in  behalf 
of  the  health  and  safety  and  well-being  of 
the  American  people. 

Knowing  how  much  testimony  you  have 
had  to  listen  to  and  how  much  detailed  in¬ 
vestigation  you  have  had  to  make  into  these 
various  appropriation  requests,  I  do  not  in¬ 
tend  to  burden  you  with  a  long  discussion  of 
all  the  items  in  the  Labor  Department  and 
in  the  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  De¬ 
partment  in  which  I  am  interested.  I  do 
hope  that  you  will  see  your  way  clear  to  rec¬ 
ommend  the  full  budget  amount  for  most  of 
the  items  in  the  two  Departments.  I  think 
they  are  vital  to  the  health  and  welfare  of 
the  whole  country. 

I  refer  to  such  things  as  the  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Labor  in  enforcing  the 
wage  and  hour  laws,  in  promoting  industrial 
safety  through  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards,  in  the  activities  of  the  Employment 
Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reem¬ 
ployment  Rights,  and  the  Veterans’  Place¬ 
ment  Service,  the  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  program,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis¬ 
tics,  which  makes  such  important  studies 
in  living  costs  and  housing,  and  so  on,  and 
the  Women’s  Bureau  and  the  work  they  are 
trying  to  do  there  to  improve  employment 
opportunities  particularly  for  older  women. 
They  are  just  some  of  the  things  in  the 
Labor  Department  budget  I  wanted  to  men¬ 
tion  which  are  so  important  to  so  many 
people  in  urban  districts  like  mine,  and  for 
that  matter  in  the  whole  country. 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

When  we  get  over  into  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  there  is 
a  tremendous  area  of  additional  activity  af¬ 
fecting  and  involving  people — families. 
Here  you  have  all  the  social  security  activ¬ 
ity,  not  only  the  programs  for  retired  work¬ 


ers  and  the  survivors  of  workers,  but  also  the 
aid  to  dependent  children,  the  aid  to  the 
blind,  the  aid  to  the  disabled,  the  aid  to  the 
elderly — in  other  words,  the  public-assist¬ 
ance  programs  in  which  the  States  partici¬ 
pate  along  with  the  Federal  Government: 
there  is  the  Invaluable,  priceless  work  of  the 
Public  Health  Service,  including  the  re¬ 
search  work  they  are  doing  through  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health  for  research  into 
the  crippling  and  killing  diseases;  there  is 
the  vocational  rehabilitation  program,  the 
hospital-construction  program;  there  is  all 
the  work  centered  in  the  OfiBce  of  Educa¬ 
tion.  and  I  want  to  mention  particularly  in 
that  connection  the  important  work  they  are 
doing  in  behalf  of  mentally  retarded  children 
where  so  much  research  is  still  needed  and 
where  we  are  going  to  need  operating  funds, 
too. 

As  I  said,  I  would  like  to  go  into  these 
items  in  some  detail,  but  for  one  thing  I 
don’t  want  to  burden  you  with  so  much  a'd- 
ditional  material,  and  for  a  second  thing — 
and  more  important — think  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  is  already  thoroughly  familiar  with 
all  of  these  needs  and  has  done  an  outstand¬ 
ing  job  in  providing  funds  for  them.  I  will 
always  remember  the  way  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  on  the  strength  of  assurances 
from  Chairman  Fogarty,  has  frequently  ap¬ 
propriated  a  great  deal  more  than  the  budget 
for  some  of  these  items,  and  particularly  for 
the  research  programs  in  cancer,  heart  di¬ 
sease,  arthritis,  and  so  on.  I  will  be  more 
than  glad  to  back  up  this  subcommittee  any 
time  on  additional  funds  over  and  above  the 
budget  requests  for  these  items,  whenever  the 
chairman  and  the  other  members  of  this 
subcommittee  tell  us  the  additional  funds 
can  be  used  efficiently  and  effectively. 

THE  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

That  brings  me,  now,  to  the  needs  of  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration.  As  all  of 
you  know,  this  agency  of  Government  has 
been  particularly  close  to  my  heart  ever 
since  I  came  to  Congress.  I  have  always 
supported  and  fought  for  more  adequate 
appropriations  for  this  agency.  As  you 
know,  I  was  extremely  critical  of  Mrs.  Hobby 
when  she  was  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  for  what  I  considered  her  step¬ 
child  treatment  of  this  agency— cutting  its 
budget,  or  at  least  acquiescing  to  White 
House  cuts  in  this  budget,  at  a  time  when 
Increases  were  in  order  rather  than  decreases. 

I  was  critical  several  years  ago  when  funds 
were  requested  for  an  advisory  committee 
study  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
I  said  there  wasn’t  anything  such  a  com¬ 
mittee  study  would  show  about  deficiencies 
in  the  Administration — the  Pood  and  Drug 
Administration — ^that  could  not  be  corrected 
merely  by  providing  adequate  funds  for  this 
agency. 

Nevertheless,  the  study  was  authorized  and 
the  citizens  who  conducted  it  turned  in  a 
report  which  was  not  a  bit  startling  or  sur¬ 
prising  to  any  of  us  who  followed  the  work 
in  pure  food  and  drug  and  cosmetic  enforce¬ 
ment.  The  citizens’  committee  suggested  a 
threefold  to  fourfold  increase  in  the  work  and 
facilities  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  in  order  to  build  it  up  to  the  point 
where  it  could  adequately  protect  the  public 
not  only  from  fraud  but  from  dangerous 
foods,  drugs,  and  cosmetics. 

As  you  know,  the  President  and  Mrs.  Hobby 
made  no  effort  to  implement  this  recom¬ 
mendation  in  1955,  after  the  citizens’  com¬ 
mittee  filed  their  report,  and  so  a  full  year 
went  by  before  Congress  was  even  asked  to 
start  increasing  appropriations  for  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.  So  in  this  pres¬ 
ent  fiscal  year,  we  have  seen  the  first  real 
advance  in  food  and  drug  activities,  thanks 
to  the  substantial  Increase  we  put  through 
in  1966 — an  increase  of  nearly  $1  million — 
which  has  allowed  a  15 -percent  increase  in 
staff  and  which  has  really  started  the  wheels 
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moving  in  the  improvement  of  enforcement 
activities. 

budget  provides  16  PERCENT  STAFF  INCREASE 
I  am  pleased  by  the  data  in  the  budget 
which  shows  that  about  15  percent  more 
plant  inspections  are  being  made  this  year 
than  were  made  in  1956  fiscal  year,  but  it  is 
still  an  Inadequate  program  of  inspection. 
Out  of  nearly  100,000  establishments,  the 
current  budget  allows  inspections  of  only  a 
little  more  than  14,000  a  year. 

The  budget  for  next  year,  calling  for  an 
increase  of  $2,521,000  in  enforcement  activ¬ 
ities  would  raise  the  total  for  this  purpose 
from  $6,779,QQ0  to  $9,300,000.  This  will  cover 
two  very  important  needs — one  a  16-percent 
increase  in  siaff,  and  particularly  in  scien¬ 
tific  staff  and  inspectors,  and  the  other  a 
substantial  program  of  capital  investment 
to  replace.  Improve,  and  modernize  equip¬ 
ment  and  facilities  now  obsolete.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  some  of  the  equipment  is  so  old, 
so  obsolete,  so  quaint  and  unusual  in  this 
atomic  era  that  the  Smithsonian  Institution 
has  its  eye  on  this  equipment  and  wants  it 
for  some  of  its  historic  displays.  I  think  it 
is  rather  significant  that  an  agency  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  responsible  for  protecting  our 
health  from  adulterated  or  contaminated  or 
filthy  or  dangerous  products  we  consume  in¬ 
ternally  or  use  on  our  skin  must  get  along 
with  such  outdated  equipment. 

The  total  carried  in  the  budget  for  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  is  $10,554,500. 
However,  part  of  that,  $1,254,500,  is  for  cer¬ 
tification  and  inspection  work  paid  for  by 
Industry  in  connection  with  new  drugs  or 
new  items,  and  only  $9,300,000  is  for  regular 
activities  of  the  agency. 

I  am  sponsoring  legislation  this  year,  along 
with  Congressman  Delaney,  of  New  York,  t» 
close  some  of  the  loopholes  in  the  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act,  dealing  with  the  increas¬ 
ing  use  of  chemicals  and  chemical  additives 
.  which  we  do  not  know  for  a  fact  are  safe  for 
human  consumption.  If  that  bill  goes 
through  I  will  certainly  be  back  here  for 
more  money  to  make  sure  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  can  carry  out  the  increased 
powers  the  proposed  legislation  would  give 
them. 

THE  CHEMICAL-ADDITIVE  PROBLEM 

By  rights,  in  the  absence  of  this  legislation 
to  close  the  loopholes  in  the  present  law,  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  should  have 
that  extra  money  now.  Untold  numbers  of 
chemicals  are  now  being  used  in  foods,  in¬ 
cluding  coloring  materials,  preservatives,  and 
so  on,  which  wepannot  be  sure  are  complete¬ 
ly  safe.  Some  coal  tar  colors  previously  in 
use  have  been  withdrawn  as  a  result  of  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration’s  studies. 
Other  chemicals  are  suspect.  ’This  is  indeed 
serious.  Some  of  our  great  cancer  experts 
are  very  much  concerned  over  the  possible 
danger  through  mishandling  or  misuse,  or 
even  through  authorized  use,  of  some  of  these 
chemicals. 

We  have  the  assurance  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  that  no  chemicals  are 
now  being  used  in  food  which  are  known  to 
cause  cancer.  Naturally,  they  would  not 
stand  for  that. 

But  there  is  this  no-man’s  land  of  chemi¬ 
cals,  hormones,  additives,  colorings,  and  so 
on,  which  cries  for  much  more  study,  much 
more  analysis,  tougher  controls,  more'  re¬ 
search. 

The  Food  and  Drug  Administration  has 
done  a  fine  job  with  the  limited  resources 
it  has  had  at  its  command.  The  budget  this 
year  as  proposed  will  enable  a  substantial 
increase  in  their  activities.  But  this  is  only 
a  start — a  long  overdue  recognition  by  the 
President  of  the  vital  importance  of  the  work 
of  this  agency  in  protecting  your  health  and 
mine  and  that  of  everyone  we  know — every¬ 
one  who  buys  and  uses  any  of  the  fantastic 
variety  of  new  products  in  the  food,  drug, 
and  cosmetic  line. 
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Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  RIVERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  these 
days  of  concern  about  economy  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  it  is  important  that  we  keep 
our  sense  of  values.  There  are  activi¬ 
ties  in  our  Government  which  need  to 
be  expanded,  rather  than  reduced. 
Their  importance  to  the  American  people 
is  not  measured  by  their  small  cost. 
Therefore  it  is  most  gratifying  to  see 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee  rec¬ 
ommended  the  full  amount  of  the  budget 
increase  proposed  for  the  Pood  and  Drug 
Administration  in  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  This 
shows  they  have  carefully  considered  the 
problems  dealt  with  by  this  small  but 
important  agency. 

One  could  hardly  find  a  better  exam¬ 
ple  for  the  point  I  wish  to  make.  The 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  is  the 
organization  we  depend  on  to  carry  out 
the  pm'pose  of  Congress  to  insure  that 
foods,  drugs,  medical  devices,  and  cos¬ 
metics  are  pure  and  wholesome,  safe  to 
use,  and  properly  labeled. 

The  importance  of  these  thousands  of 
products  is  obvious.  What  we  may  for¬ 
get  is  that  these  foods  which  sustain  our 
lives  and  these  drugs  we  rely  upon  when 
we  are  sick  are  all  subject  to  deteriora¬ 
tion  and  spoilage,  as  well  as  to  the  possi¬ 
bilities  of  careless  handling  and  fraudu¬ 
lent  misrepresentation.  Always  there  is 
the  human  element  and  therefore  the 
risks  of  errors  and  dishonesty.  Fortu¬ 
nately  these  weaknesses  are  not  typical, 
but  we  must  remember  that  American 
industry  is  very  large,  and  even  this  small 
fringe  group  is  a  big  group  for  an  organi¬ 
zation  the  size  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration. 

I  have  here  their  latest  monthly  re¬ 
port.  During  the  month  of  February, 
271,000  pounds  of  contaminated  food 
products  were  taken  off  the  market.  An¬ 
other  239,000  pounds  was  destroyed  by 
the  owners  under  the  supervision  of  the 
inspectors.  Six  drug  products  were 
seized  because  they  were  improperly  la¬ 
beled  or  otherwise  dangerous  to  the  user. 
One  of  them  was  digitalis,  a  di'ug  used 
by  heart  patients,  which  did  not  have 
the  proper  strength.  Another  was  a  drug 
represented  to  be  one  of  the  new  tran¬ 
quilizers  but  which  in  fact  was  merely 
a  sedative  containing  ingredients  that 
have  been  available  for  many  years. 
Another  was  one  of  these  oldtime  In¬ 
dian  herb  tonics,  some  of  which  still 
occasionally  show  up  on  the  market.  In 
addition  to  these  cases,  there  were  seven 
criminal  prosecutions  for  selling  dan¬ 
gerous  drugs  such  as  sleeping  pills  with¬ 
out  a  doctor’s  prescription.  A  bakery 
was  prosecuted  because  the  plant  was 
insanitary  and  the  pies  and  cakes  were 
contaminated  with  insect  and  rodent 
filth.  And  finally  there  is  a  report  here 
that  the  Supreme  Court  upheld  the  con¬ 
viction  of  a  man  who  was  selling  a  phony 
treatment  device  for  the  cure  of  cancer 
and  other  serious  diseases.  He  is  now 
in  Federal  prison. 

As  Federal  agencies  go,  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  is  quite  ^mall.  It 


has  an  enforcement  staff  of  1,000  em¬ 
ployees,  including  around  300  inspectors 
and  200  chemists  who  test  the  samples 
of  products  that  are  brought  in  by  the 
inspectors.  Then  there  are  the  research 
scientists  who  are  constantly  confronted 
with  new  products  and  ingredients,  for 
which  they  must  find  new  methods  of 
detection  and  measurement.  For  the 
fact  is  that  the  technological  progress 
of  our  food  and  di’ug  industries  is  con¬ 
stantly  creating  new  problems  of  pub¬ 
lic  protection. 

New  medicines  like  these  tranquiliz- 
ing  drugs  we  have  been  hearing  about 
and  the  hundreds  of  chemical  mate¬ 
rials  that  are  being  used  in  the  growing 
and  processing  of  foods  must  be  care¬ 
fully  studied  and  regulated  to  make  sure 
they  are  properly  labeled  and  used  in 
safe  amounts. 

At  the  same  time  the  volume  of  all 
these  foods,  drugs,  and  cosmetics  has 
been  growing  in  proportion  to  the  needs 
of  our  expanding  population.  The  300 
FDA  inspectors  are  responsible  for 
checking  over  $62  billion  worth  of  prod¬ 
ucts.  They  are  supposed  to  check  the 
operations  of  around  100,000  manu¬ 
facturing  and  distributing  establish¬ 
ments.  Thus  the  job  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  has  been  growing 
in  both  size  and  complexity. 

Notwithstanding  these  growing  needs 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  has 
today  only  a  handful  of  employees  more 
than  it  had  in  1941.  The  inadequacy  of 
the  organization  to  deal  with  its  vast 
responsibilities  was  recognized  in  a  study 
made  2  years  ago  by  a  distinguished 
citizens  advisory  committee.  This  com¬ 
mittee  was  composed  of  leading  people 
from  business,  education,  labor,  and  the 
legal  profession.  Included  on  it  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  industries  regulated  under 
the  food  and  drug  laws.  This  committee 
reported  that  while  there  was  approxi¬ 
mately  1  enforcement  person  for  each 
160,000  population  in  1941,  there  was 
only  1  for  each  200,000  in  1955.  They 
found  that  some  of  the  laboratory  facili¬ 
ties,  including  some  equipment  dating 
back  to  1914,  had  not  been  replaced  to 
keep  up  "with  modern  technological  de¬ 
velopments.  They  found  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  was  operating  on  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of  a  prewar  budget  while  the  unit 
volume  of  goods  which  it  must  control 
has  approximately  doubled.  At  the  same 
time  they  found  that  due  to  amendments 
of  the  law  the  responsibilities  of  enforce¬ 
ment  were  at  least  twice  as  great  as  those 
existing  10  years  ago.  They  concluded 
it  was  unreasonable  to  expect  any  group 
to  handle  a  quadruple  task  with  tools 
originally  designed  for  one. 

The  committee  said  that  the  scope 
and  complexity  of  the  present  enforce¬ 
ment  and  regulatory  problems,  if  dealt 
with  inadequately,  constitute  a  threat  to 
the  health  and  welfare  of  our  citizens. 
They  said  the  resources  of  the  FDA  are 
woefully  inadequate  to  discharge  its 
present  responsibilities. 

The  committee  recommended  that 
there  should  be  a  threefold  to  fourfold 
expansion  in  the  facilities  and  staff  of 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  to 
be  accomplished  in  a  period  of  5  to  10 
years. 


A  beginning  has  been  made  in  this 
greatly  needed  expansion  program. 
Last  year  an  increase  of  $995,000  was 
voted,  and  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  report  said  this  was  the  “first 
step  in  carrying  out  a  program  of 
strengthening  food  and  drug  inspection 
along  the  general  lines  that  were  recom¬ 
mended  unanimously  by  a  Citizens  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  established  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  reviewing  this  activ¬ 
ity  which  is  so  important  to  the  health 
of  the  American  people.” 

This  increase,  amounting  to  about  15 
percent,  actually  enabled  the  FDA  to 
increase  the  total  enforcement  staff  to 
939,  just  1  more  than  they  had  in 
1951,  the  previous  high  point.  But  it 
enabled  them  to  get  started  with  their 
expansion  plans.  This  year  a  further 
increase  has  been  recommended  amount¬ 
ing  to  approximately  26  percent.  I  am 
glad  to  say  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  that  we  pro¬ 
vide  the  full  amount  of  the  suggested 
increase.  It  is  the  second  step  in  the 
much  needed  expansion.  The  citizens 
committee  said  that  personnel  and  fa¬ 
cilities  should  be  increased  threefold  to 
fourfold  within  5  to  10  years.  At  the 
rate  provided  for  in  the  bill  it  will  take  a 
minimum  of  10  years  to  somewhat  less 
than  triple  the  personnel  and  facilities. 

It  is  interesting  to  see  how  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  proposes  to 
use  the  increased  funds  for  1958.  The 
major  emphasis  in  their  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  is  on  research  into  the  new  prob¬ 
lems  of  food  and  drug  protection.  For 
example,  they  want  to  work  on  new 
methods  for  detecting  and  measuring 
the  residues  of  chemicals  in  food — the 
poison  sprays  and  dusts  which  we  must 
depend  upon  to  protect  our  crops,  but 
which  may  also  be  harmful  if  they  are 
not  controlled.  They  want  also  to  de¬ 
velop  methods  for  testing  the  chemicals 
that  are  added  directly  to  food  and  to 
study  effects  of  these  materials  on  lab¬ 
oratory  animals  to  find  out  if  they  are 
harmful. 

Another  project  is  bacterial  studies  on 
frozen  foods  and  precooked  foods  which 
so  many  people  are  now  using.  What 
happens  when  some  of  these  products 
are  allowed  to  thaw  out  before  they  are 
sold,  as  may  sometimes  happen?  Then 
they  plan  to  investigate  some  of  these 
new  cosmetic  ingredients  to  see  if  they 
really  produce  the  beautifying  effects 
that  women  are  paying  for.  They  also 
plan  to  do  more  woi-k  in  developing  and 
enforcing  food  standards  which  regulate 
the  quality  of  foods  and  help  to  protect 
the  consumer’s  pocketbook. 

'These  are  some  but  by  no  means  all 
of  the  important  scientific  problems 
which  are  included  in  the  expansion 
program  for  1958  which  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  has  approved.  This 
program  will  make  possible  an  increase 
of  about  15  percent  in  personnel.  It  also 
provides  for  new  scientific  equipment 
and  for  a  much  needed  district  office 
and  laboratory  to  serve  the  Detroit  area. 

There  is  nothing  political  about  this 
program.  It  is  vitally  needed  and  long 
overdue.  If  the  program  is  to  be  made 
effective  it  will  require  a  series  of  sub¬ 
stantial  annual  increases  over  a  period 
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of  years.  This  is  only  the  second  step. 
With  the  changes  that  are  taking  place 
in  the  food,  drug,  and  cosmetic  indus¬ 
tries  we  cannot  protect  the  public  by 
standing  still.  Last  year,  speaking  at 
the  50th  anniversary  of  the  pure  food 
and  drug  law,  Mr.  Folsom,  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  made 
this  interesting  statement.  He  said  it  is 
a  “strange  paradox  that  a  program  so 
essential  to  the  health  and  safety  of  the 
public  was  so  difficult  to  establish  and 
now  has  been  permitted  to  fall  behind 
the  needs  of  the  times.”  He  pointed  out 
that  it  took  a  23-year  crusade  by  Dr. 
Harvey  W.  Wiley  to  get  the  original  law 
enacted.  Since  then  it  has  been  a  prob¬ 
lem  to  obtain  adequate  enforcement. 

Mr.  Folsom  came  to  this  conclusion: 

Pood  and  drug  protection  must  now  ad¬ 
vance,  and  continue  to  advance,  in  order 
to  meet  the  challenge  of  scientific  develop¬ 
ments  and  growth  in  our  food,  drug  and 
cosmetic  industries.  The  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  must  be  given  what  it  needs 
to  catch  up — and  keep  up — with  its  Job. 

To  reach  this  goal  will  require  the 
continued  interest  of  all  of  us — the  pub¬ 
lic,  the  regulated  industries,  and  Con¬ 
gress. 

Release  of  the  United  States  Department 

OF  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Pood 

AND  Drug  Administration,  Washington, 

D.  C.,  March  25,  1957 

Porty-two  Federal  court  seizures  and  9 
criminal  actions  in  February  for  alleged  vio¬ 
lations  of  the  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
were  reported  today  by  the  Pood  and  Drug 
Administration. 

Food  seizures  removed  271,600  pounds  of 
contaminated  products  from  the  market. 
An  additional  239,000  pounds  of  imfit  foods 
were  voluntarily  destroyed  by  owners  under 
the  observation  of  FDA  inspectors. 

Six  of  the  seizmes  Involved  drugs.  One 
product,  represented  to  be  one  of  the  re¬ 
cently  developed  “tranqullizing”  drugs  avail¬ 
able  without  prescription,  actually  is  a  sed¬ 
ative  containing  ingredients  that  have  been, 
available  for  many  years,  PDA  oflicials  said. 
True  “tranquilizer”  drugs,  recently  devel¬ 
oped,  are  restricted  to  prescription  sales,  as 
a  protection  to  the  public. 

Another  seizure  involved  a  compound  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  Indian  bark  mixtures  of  the  past. 
Labeled  only  as  a  “general  tonic,”  it  was  sold 
for  whatever  ills  the  purchasers  thought  it 
would  benefit.  The  Government  charged 
that  it  failed  to  bear  adequate  directions  for 
use,  and  would  not  accomplish  any  useful 
purpose. 

A  second  product  seized  because  of  inade¬ 
quate  directions  for  use  was  a  “royal  jelly” 
mixture  falsely  recommended  by  mail  to  be 
used  for  delaying  old  age,  as  a  rejuvenator, 
for  the  elimination  of  chronic  tiredness,  and 
as  a'  “fountain-of-youth”  cocktail. 

Other  drug  seizures  involved  a  new  drug 
marketed  without  FDA  safety  clearance,  a 
laxative  falling  to  bear  adequate  warnings 
against  misuse,  and  substandard  digitalis 
tablets.  / 

The  FDA  noted  final  results  of  the  appeal 
of  a  1956  injunction  contempt  case  involved 
“Orgone  Energy  Accumulator.”  The  de¬ 
fendants.  the  Wilhelm  Reich  Foundation, 
Wilhelm  Reich,  M.  D.,  and  Michael  Sllvert, 
M.  D.,  having  lost  their  appeals,  filed  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  have  the  jail  sentences  and  fine  set 
aside.  The  trial  court  heard  their  argument, 
denied  their  request,  and  committed  the  in¬ 
dividuals  to  prison  on  March  11,  and  recom¬ 
mended  psychiatric  treatment. 


February  1957  Criminal  Cases  Charging 
Violation  op  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act 

UNFIT  foods 

Defendant,  product,  principal  violation 
charged,  and  sentence 
Case-Moody  Pie  Corp.,  and  James  Hender¬ 
son,  manager,  Chicago,  Ill.;  Pie  and  cake  was 
prepared  in  an  insanitary  plant  and  con¬ 
tained  Insect  and  rodent  filth.  Firm  fined 
$1,000,  plus  costs  of  $39.60.  Henderson 
fined  $100. 

Frank  L.  Worley,  trading  as  Frank  L. 
Worley  Flour  Mill,  Rainsboro,  Ohio:  Flour 
was  prepared  in  an  insanitary  plant  and 
contained  filth  and  less  than  the  amount  of 
enriched  ingredients  required  by  the  stand¬ 
ard  for  enriched  flour.  Fined  $200. 
Over-the-counter  Sales  of  Prescription  Drugs 
Wayne  Reel,  trading  as  Dixie  Cabins,  and 
Jack  Stilwell,  Vincennes,  Ind.:  Seliing  am¬ 
phetamine  without  physicians’  prescriptions. 
Re^l  fined  $250;  Stilwell  fined  $100;  both 
sentenced  to  6  months  in  jail;  suspended, 
and  placed  on  probation  for  6  months. 

John  L.  Schulte,  trading  as  Schulte  Drug 
Store,  Sioux  City,  Iowa:  Selling  and  refilling 
amphetamine  prescriptions  while  on  30- 
month  probation  in  illegal  drug  sales  case 
terminated  in  February  1956.  Probation 
continued  and  extended  30  months  on  con¬ 
dition  that  defendant  discontinue  the  drug 
business. 

Phillips  Drug  Co.,  Inc.,  Charles  C.  Spag- 
nolo,  president  and  store  manager,  and 
Joseph  Greenblatt,  pharmacist,  Boston, 
Mass.;  Refilling  barbiturates,  penicillin,  and 
Butazolidin  prescriptions  without  physicians’ 
authorizations.  Firm  fined  $500:  Spagnolo 
fined  $300;  Greenblatt  fined  $200. 

Joseph  Fried,  trading  as  Fried’s  Pharmacy, 
and  Benjamin  Wolin,  pharmacist,  Brooklyn, 
N.  T. :  Selling  and  refilling  antibiotics,  sulfon¬ 
amides,  hormones,  and  amphetamine  pre¬ 
scriptions  without  physicians’  authoriza¬ 
tions.  Fried  fined  $400;  Wolin  fined  $100; 
both  placed  on  probation  for  1  year. 

Weylin  Chemists,  Inc.,  Charles  Rogers, 
president  and  pharmacist,  Milton  Weinstein, 
vice  president,  treasurer,  and  pharmacist, 
Irving  Sherman,  pharmacist.  New  York,  N. 
Y.:  Selling  and  refilling  amphetamine,  sul¬ 
fonamides,  and  hormone  prescriptions  with¬ 
out  physicians’  authorizations.  Firm  fined 
$100;  Individual  defendants  fined  $1  each 
with  payment  remitted. 

Rothschild’s  Pharmacy,  Gustave  Roths¬ 
child,  partner  and  pharmacist,  Phillip  Kaiser, 
pharmacist,  Syracuse,  N.  Y.:  Selling  and  re¬ 
filling  amphetamine,  sulfonamides,  and  bar¬ 
biturates  prescriptions  without  physicians’ 
authorizations.  Firm  fined  $1,000;  Roths¬ 
child  fined  $600;  Kaiser  fined  $200. 

Jack  Aaron  Bloom,  trading  as  Dorchester 
House  Pharmacy,  Dallas,  Tex. :  Selling  and  re¬ 
filling  barbiturates  prescriptions  without 
physicians’  authorizations.  Fined  $500,  plus 
$500  to  be  probated  for  1  year.  (Terminated 
in  January  but  not  previously  reported.) 

Dr.  Thomas  Guy  Brown,  Dumas,  Tex.:  Dis¬ 
pensing  of  amphetamine  not  in  the  course 
of  professional  practice.  Sentenced  to  jail 
for  5  months,  fined  $500,  and  placed  on  pro¬ 
bation  for  4  years. 

Injunction  Contempt  Appeal 

Wilhelm  Reich  Foundation,  Wilhelm  Reich, 
M.  D.,  Rangeley,  Maine,  and  Michael  Sllvert, 
M.  D.,  New  York,  N.  Y. :  Sentences  of  Reich 
to  2  years  in  jail  and  Sllvert  to  1  year,  and 
fine  of  $10,000  against  the  foundation,  for 
criminal  contempt  of  Orgone  injunction 
were  reported  in  June  23,  1956,  release.  Con¬ 
viction  upheld  by  United  States  Court  of 
Appeals  for  First  Circuit,  December  11,  1956, 
and  certiorari  denied  by  Supreme  Court 


February  25,  1957.  Original  sentences  rein¬ 
stated  by  trial  court  March  11,  1957. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  just  hope  my  friend 
understands  that  I  am  not  ftying  to 
damage,  emasculate,  or  adversely  affect 
the  Food  and  Dnig  Administration.  My 
amendment  provides  for  more  than  a  $1 
million  increase  over  funds  available  in 
1957. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  But  you  do  not  permit 
them  to  put  on  one  single  solitary  in¬ 
spector,  and  now  they  are  short-handed. 
Listen,  nobody  gave  me  this.  This  is 
Rivers  talking.  I  have  been  looking  at 
this  thing  for  at  least  6  weeks. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  wanted  the  gentleman 
to  be  sure  he  understood  the  situation. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend  I  would  not  impute 
anything  to  him,  because  if  there  is  any¬ 
body  for  whom  I  have  a  loftier  esteem 
than  the  gentleman,  I  have  not  met  him, 
and  if  I  have  reflected  on  his  integrity,  I 
hereby  and  herewith  withdraw  it.  So, 
I  say,  we  might  be  making  a  big  mis¬ 
take,  but  I  know  you  would  not  do  it 
intentionally. 

Mr.  JONAS.  My  theory  is  that  we 
cannot  pick  and  choose.  We  have  to 
make  cuts  all  the  way  along  the  line  if 
we  expect  to  get  anywhere  in  our  efforts 
to  reduce  the  budget. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  But,  I  say  this  organiza¬ 
tion  is  going  on  on  the  1941  level  now. 
They  have  no  spokesman.  They  have 
not  had  anybody  to  carry  the  ball  for 
them.  They  are  protecting  us.  This 
organization  has  been  overlooked  over 
the  years. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  only  a  few 
subjects  that  I  know  very  much  about, 
and  therefore  I  do  not  get  to  talk  often, 
but  this  happens  to  be  a  matter  that  I 
do  know  something  about. 

There  is  one  item  that  I  want  to  men¬ 
tion  for  fear  I  might  forget.  If  for 
just  this  one  reason,  it  justifies  this 
organization.  I  have  watehed  quacks 
and  quack-produced  medicines  all  my 
life.  We  have  an  organization  now  in 
Dallas,  Tex.,  known  as  the  Hoxie  Clinic. 
That  is  the  greatest  bunch  of  humbug- 
gers  that  the  world  has  ever  known. 
There  is  only  one  organization  that  has 
done  anything  about  it,  and  that  is  the 
Pure  Pood  and  Drug  Administration.  If 
they  spent  every  dime  in  this  bill  to  get 
rid  of  that  bunch  of  fakers,  they  would 
be  doing  a  good  job. 

Let  us  not  be  foolish  about  this  thing. 
Let  us  talk  about  these  humbuggers  just 
a  bit.  Somebody  will  say,  “I  went  out 
there  and  I  had  cancer  and  they  cured 
me.”  “Who  said  you  had  cancer?” 
“Dr.  Hoxie  did.”  I  have  a  bunch  of  those 
little  moles  on  me.  If  I  went  out  there, 
they  would  say  I  had  cancer  and  that 
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“you  are  just  about  ready  to  fall  down 
and  break  apart.”  But,  if  a  man  goes 
to  them  with  cancer,  I  will  assure  you 
they  do  not  help  him.  The  only  one  that 
can  do  any  good  is  the  scientist  and  the 
medicines  produced  by  the  medical  pro- 
^fession  and  the  surgeons  all  over  this 
counti-y  who  have  given  their  lifetimes 
in  study. 

Now,  I  have  voted  for  cuts  here,  and  I 
talked  for  them,  but  this,  of  all  places  on 
earth,  is  not  the  place  to  cut  it.  Where 
would  we  be  today,  with  hundreds  of 
people  seeking  cures  and  being  taken 
advantage  of  by  these  quacks.  There 
have  been  thousands  of  vaccines  pro¬ 
duced  that  tbe  Pure  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration  have  not  approved.  They 
could  not  be  sold  to  our  good  people  un¬ 
til  the  Salk  vaccine  came  along.  Let 
us  put  more  money  in  here  if  we  are 
going  to  do  anything.  Let  us  not  cut  it. 
They  have  to  take  care  of  everything 
from  medicine  to  fruits,  as  you  have  been 
told  by  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina.  This  is  a  busy  bunch.  This  thing 
is  growing.  Unless  you  have  been  in  the 
business  a  little  bit  yourself,  as  I  have, 
you  would  have  no  idea  how  many  dif¬ 
ferent  kinds  of  new  patents  there  are  on 
medicines  and  the  quantity  of  work  that 
those  people  have  to  do.  There  are  lit¬ 
erally  hundreds  of  thousands  of  small 
concerns  that  want  to  manufacture  a 
little  vitamin.  For  example,  there  would 
be  a  concern  that  wants  to  manufacture 
a  little  of  this  or  a  little  of  that,  and  a 
lot  of  it  is  no  good.  A  concern  must  sub¬ 
mit  its  samples  and  state  what  it  does, 
and  what  is  in  it,  and  if  you  put  a  label 
on  there  that  has  anything  other  than 
what  the  label  reveals,  I  will  guarantee 
you  that  they  will  confiscate  every  bottle 
and  put  a  concern  out  of  business  and 
send  another  inspector  out  and  see  that 
it  is  corrected. 

I  am  not  going  to  take  any  more  time. 
1  may  have  talked  too  long  and  it  prob¬ 
ably  will  not  do  any  good.  However,  I 
felt  that  inasmuch  as  I  have  been  in  the 
study  and  practice  of  dentistry,  and  in 
scientific  research  of  this  kind  for  a  long 
time,  and  since  I  have  had  my  eyes  glued 
cn  my  microscope  for  many,  many  hours^ 
trying  to  find  some  kind  of  bug  that 
might  have  caused  pyorrhea  or  other 
diseases  that  destroy  the  teeth  and  the 
health  of  the  people,  that  I  knew  some¬ 
thing  of  the  subject  and  can  speak  with 
some  degree  of  authority.  I  say  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  we  cut  anything 
out  of  this  program  for  the  health  and 
welfare  of  the  people  it  will  be  the  most 
foolish  thing  we  have  ever  done.  My 
plea  is  to  let  the  program  continue. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one  of  the  times 
when  we  ought  to  be  thinking  about  do¬ 
ing  what  was  the  right  thing  to  do. 
The  increase  that  is  provided  in  this 
amendment  of  up  to  practically  $8  mil¬ 
lion  is  about  half  of  the  increase  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  budget. 

The  trouble  with  these  people  not  be¬ 
ing  able  to  keep  up  with  their  work  has 
been  that  over  the  years  they  have  been 
trying  to  do  so  many  things  that  they 
should  not  do  and  have  wasted  their 


money  right  down  to  the  current  fiscal 
year  on  such  things  instead  of  doing 
what  they  are  supposed  to  do. 

Just  this  last  year  they  blossomed  into 
a  project  of  spending  about  $60,000  in  an 
effort  to  convict  a  mountain  spring  water 
outfit  down  in  Arkansas  of  some  kind  of 
a  violation.  There  was  nothing  the 
matter  with  the  water  and  nothing  the 
matter  with  the  labels.  Tliey  sent  peo¬ 
ple  up  into  my  district  and  canvassed 
the  district  to  find  people  who  used  this 
mountain  water.  We  are  away  off,  2,500 
miles  from  where  the  stuff  came.  No 
misrepresentation  was  involved  in  the 
sale,  or  anything  of  that  kind. 

A  little  while  ago  they  got  after  a 
young  fellow  who  invented  a  new  kind 
of  way  of  cutting  up  beets  and  putting 
them  in  cans.  There  was  nothing  out 
of  the  way  about  it,  but  they  pestered 
that  fellow  to  death  until  they  drove  him 
out  of  business  and  into  banki-uptcy. 
Last  year,  instead  of  going  down  into 
places  where  complaints  were  prevalent 
and  inspecting  the  eggs  that  were  in  the 
market  illegally,  they  spent  time  on  such 
a  performance  as  that  mountain  water 
deal. 

This  is  not  the  only  matter  I  could  talk 
about;  I  could  talk  for  half  an  hour  on 
some  of  the  things  that  I  have  run  into 
from  day  to  day  that  they  have  done  that 
they  ought  not  to  be  doing.  I  am  not 
going  to  tell  you  any  more,  but  if  they 
would  just  tend  to  their  own  business 
and  do  the  things  they  ought  to  do  and 
not  try  to  reach  out  and  mess  everything 
up  for  a  lot  of  people,  they  would  have 
plenty  of  money. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Is  it  not  true  that 
none  of  the  162  new  positions  will  be 
aboUshed  if  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  is 
adopted?  If  I  read  correctly  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  page  114,  $1,327,000  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  have  sufficient  funds  for  the 
162  positions.  As  I  understand  it,  that 
cut  is  still  inadequate.  I  do  not  believe 
it  will  abolish  one  of  the  inspectors. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  doubt  if  it  would.  I 
do  not  know  what  their  picture  is  today, 
but  as  of  the  1st  of  March  they  had  973 
people.  They  had  an  appropriation 
available  for  1,017,  indicating  they  were 
4  behind  their  quota.  Now  they  want  to 
run  it  up  to  1,179 ;  that  is,  they  want  the 
money  for  it.  It  would  seem  to  me  they 
would  do  a  great  deal  better  if  they 
would  proceed  in  a  little  bit  more  stable 
way.  If  the  amendment  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  has  offered  were 
adopted,  they  would  not  only  have 
plenty  of  money  but  it  would  be  a  warn¬ 
ing  to  them  to  stop  doing  the  things  they 
are  doing  and  wasting  the  money  that  is 
given  to  them. 

(Mr.  LONG  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  take  the  floor  at  this 
time  in  order  to  make  abundantly  clear 
that  the  statement  made  by  the  dis¬ 


tinguished  gentleman  from  Indiana  FMr. 
Beamer],  and  to  which  he  received  an 
affiirnative  answer,  is  not  in  accord  with 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina,  as  I  understand  it. 
My  imderstanding  is  that  the  gentleman 
proposes  to  permit  an  increase  of  $1,- 
194,000  which,  according  to  the  language 
of  the  hearings  on  page  111,  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  replacement  primarily  of  scien¬ 
tific  equipment,  but  that  the  entire 
number  of  additional  positions,  162, 
would  be  eliminated  through  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  eliminating  $1,- 
327,000. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  must  recognize 
that  this  Nation  for  a  number  of  years 
has  been  going  through  a  rapid  evolu¬ 
tionary  process  in  the  foods  and  drugs 
consumed  by  the  American  people. 
There  are  new  techniques  of  prepara¬ 
tion.  You  buy  complete  meals  from  the 
freezer  at  the  grocery  store  today.  There 
are  new  methods  of  preparing  and  pre¬ 
serving.  The  greater  portion  of  the 
medicines  that  are  being  prescribed  to¬ 
day  are  of  very  recent  development.  If 
ever  there  were  a  time  when  we  needed 
to  pay  the  most  diligent  attention  to  the 
character  and  caliber  of  the  foods  and 
drugs  consumed  it  is  during  this  period 
of  rapid  development  of  new  processes 
and  techniques. 

We  see  it  all  about  us  in  all  things 
connected  with  science  and  industry. 
We  are  a  dynamic  Nation  and  a  dynamic 
people.  We  have  learned  over  the  period 
of  a  great  many  years  that  you  cannot 
leave  it  to  the  judgment  of  men  who 
must  seek  profit  to  police  or  regulate 
themselves  properly.  You  must  provide 
expert  enforcement,  expert  examination 
of  these  projects  if  protection  is  to  be 
afforded  the  American  people. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  understands  that  this  agency  now 
has  authority  for  over  1,000  positions, 
but  up  through  February  28,  1957,  it  was 
able  to  employ  only  973  people.  One 
reason  I  offered  my  amendment  is  that 
I  do  not  think  that  by  simply  giving  them 
the  money  they  will  be  able  to  fill  the 
new  positions.  They  did  not  fill  them 
when  they  had  the  money.  They  are 
not  up  to  the  authorization  for  1957. 
Moreover,  45  of  the  positions  are  not  in¬ 
spectors  to  be  used  in  the  field,  anyway, 
but  are  departmental. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Does  the  gentleman  mean 
to  say  that  because  they  cannot  recruit 
these  people  we  should  adopt  the  nega¬ 
tive  attitude  of  not  providing  the  funds 
to  seek  them  out? 

I  recognize  in  this  field  of  technical 
personnel  that  our  Federal  Government 
is  lagging  dangerously  today  not  only 
in  this  instance  but  throughout  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  and  throughout  those 
areas  where  we  have  responsibility  for 
research  and  development  of  new  tech¬ 
nology.  We  are  lagging  because  we  re¬ 
fuse  to  face  reality  and  pay  the  price 
which  Is  being  offered  by  competitive 
forces  in  private  industry.  We  are  not 
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saving  money  when  we  try  to  economize 
through  that  avenue. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  am  very  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  answer  to  the  in¬ 
quiry  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  they  are  up  and  above  the 
allowed  5  percent  lapse  in  authorized 
positions.  They  are  authorized  for  this 
fiscal  year  1,017  and  they  had  on  the 
payrolls  as  of  the  end  of  February  973. 
So  5  percent  of  1,000  would  be  50.  They 
are  only  21/2  percent  off  when  they  are 
allowed  a  leeway  of  5  percent.  So  they 
are  doing  much  better  than  most  Fed¬ 
eral  operations  are  now  as  far  as  filling 
positions  is  concerned.  They  should  be 
commended  for  it. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Even  if  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  is  correct  as  to  the 
difficulty  in  recruiting,  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  should  intensify  our  efforts  to 
recruit  rather  than  cut  out  funds  to 
provide  the  manpower  needed  to  do  this 
job. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
arguments  seem  to  have  drifted  off  from 
a  consideration  of  the  amendment.  So 
far  as  I  know,  no  one  would  do  away 
with  the  Food  and  Drug  Department. 
It  has  done  a  very  fine  job  in  many 
ways.  But  it  is  by  no  means  free  from 
fault  nor  are  all  of  its  decisions  free  from 
error  or  its  employees  considerate  of  the 
people’s  interests.  Some  have  swelled 
heads  for  which  even  the  agency  has 
not  found  a  remedy.  That  is  not  the 
issue  here  today.  What  I  think  we  are 
trying  to  do  on  our  side  of  the  aisle  is 
to  get  a  little  more  efficiency,  a  little 
more  commonsense  into  its  practices. 
This  last  statement  was:  “They  have 
more  mohey  than  they  used” — and  the 
only  answer  you  make — I  refer  to  the 
gentleman  from  California,  my  very  dear 
friend  [Mr.  Moss! — the  only  answer  he 
makes  is  that  they  should  try  to  hire 
some  more  men — speed  up  their  employ¬ 
ment  program.  My  point  is  that  we 
should  keep  a  little  closer  watch  on  what 
this  agency  is  doing.  Weed  out  the  offi¬ 
cious  and  arbitrary  as  well  as  the  in¬ 
efficient.  Let  me  give  you  two  illustra¬ 
tions  and  that  with  full  knowledge  that 
probably  the  Department  is  just  as  clean 
and  just  as  efficient  as  any  group  can 
be.  But  they  are  still  not  careful 
enough.  In  my  hometown  we  happen 
to  have  a  chemical  manufacturing  com¬ 
pany  that  manufactures  drugs.  Some 
years  ago  they  accused  the  firm  of  mis¬ 
labeling  their  product.  So  they  said. 
I  was  in  the  picture  myself — know 
whereof  I  speak.  The  firm  said  to  the 
Drug  Department — and  I  passed  on  the 
request — “You  tell  us  where  these  labels 
we  are  using  are  wrong  and  what  should 
be  printed  on  them.  We  will  give  you 
an  analysis  of  what  is  in  the  package.” 
You  tell  us  what  label  will  meet  your 
requirements.  Do  you  know  what  the 


Department’s  answer  was?  It  said: 
“You  go  ahead  and  print  your  labels,  put 
them  on  your  products,  and  then  we  will 
check  to  see  when  your  merchandise 
gets  in  intrastate  commerce.”  That 
does  not  sound  sensible  and  it  was  not 
sensible.  This  firm  was  and  is  in 
Michigan.  It  is  75  miles  from  the  In¬ 
diana  line.  We  said,  “You  go  into  our 
warehouse  and  into  our  factory  and  take 
samples — every  item  is  on  the  shelf.” 
They  said,  “No;  it  was  not  in  interstate 
commerce  yet”  and,  of  course,  it  was 
not.  So  we  said,  “We  will  ship  these 
down  to  South  Bend,  Elkhart,  Mishaw¬ 
aka,  any  place  across  the  State  line, 
and  you  seize  it  and  examine  it.”  They 
would  not  do  that.  They  said,  “No. 
We  will  seize  it  wherever  we  can  find 
it.”  They  said,  “We  will  go  all  over 
the  United  States  and  we  will  take  our 
samples  wherever  we  find  your  mer¬ 
chandise  and  analyze  them.”  And  they 
did.  We  all  know  what  effect  that  had 
on  the  business.  You  know  what  that 
meant,  do  you  not?  Did  it  cut  into  their 
business?  Why,  of  course,  it  did.  And 
it  destroyed  their  business  in  some  small 
communities.  Let  me  give  you  another 
example.  It  took  us  months  to  get  this 
one  straightened  out  with  the  State  and 
never  completely  with  the  Department. 
Any  of  you  people  who  have  ever  canned 
fruit  or  eaten  canned  fruit  in  the  old 
days  know  that  practically  every  can 
had  mold  on  top  of  it.  Did  it  not?  Sure, 
it  did.  Was  it  harmful?  Mother  used 
to  skim  it  off.  Sure,  that  is  the  way  we 
fixed  that.  But  what  did  the  Depart¬ 
ment  do?  It  just  happens  in  Michigan 
one  of  our  important  crops  was  and  is 
black  raspberries.  They  are  canned 
under  the  most  sanitary  conditions.  But 
in  the  raspberries  as  they  are  picked  if 
there  is  any  moisture  at  all  in  the  air, 
and  of  course  over  next  to  Lake  Mich¬ 
igan  there  is  always  some,  there  is  a 
little  mold.  Mold  as  the  berries  grow. 

There  is  no  claim  that  the  mold  was 
harmful.  It  could  not  be  seen.  It  could 
not  be  tasted.  It  could  not  be  detected 
by  smell.  No  claim  was  made  that  it 
was  harmful.  It  could  be  detected  only 
by  an  expert  aided  with  a  powerful  mi¬ 
croscope.  But  the  Department  seized 
thousands  of  dollars  worth  of  the  canned 
berries. 

Did  you  ever  go  into  one  of  these  high- 
priced  places  in  Washington  and  order 
a  high-priced  steak?  It  was  not  any 
good  was  it  until  there  had  been  a  little 
mold  in  it  someplace?  Did  you  ever  see 
any  good  cheese  that  did  not  have  mold 
in  it  somewhere? 

And  yet  they  said  to  our  people :  “Lis¬ 
ten.  We  will  not  inspect  those  berries  as 
they  come  into  the  plant.  We  will  not 
inspect  them  as  they  go  into  the  can.” 
We  asked  them  to.  They  said:  “No,  we 
are  going  out  on  the  market  and  buy  a 
can,”  and  they  did.  Then  they  took  the 
whole  shipment  and  destroyed  it  or  per¬ 
mitted  it  to  be  used  in  some  institution. 

That  does  not  sound  like  common- 
sense,  but  if  you  wish  and  will  drop  me 
a  letter  I  will  refer  you  to  the  page  refer¬ 
ence  of  the  record  where  you  will  find 
all  this  set  out. 

This  particular  agency  should  make  a 
little  more  effort  in  policing,  try  for  a 
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little  better  service  from  some  of  its 
agents. 

Let  me  repeat,  no  doubt  that  agency  is 
just  as  efficient  as  the  average  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  does  some  good,  but  the  harm 
those  agents  do  to  innocent  people  in 
their  services  cannot  be  calculated,  is 
seldom  understood.  So  if  we  give  them 
a  little  advice  and  criticism  now — and 
they  still  have  money — as  the  gentleman 
from  North  Coralina  [Mr.  Jonas]  said, 
they  still  have  money,  perhaps  they  will 
be  a  little  more  careful  in  their  selection 
of  agents.  For  some  strange  and  un¬ 
known  reason  put  a  star,  a  badge  on  or 
give  a  Federal  employee  a  card  with  his 
picture  and  name  on  it,  and  forthwith  he 
becomes  in  his  own  mind  at  least,  a  very 
superior  person. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not  believe  that 
the  Republicans  would  be  offering  to  cut 
this  particular  appropriation.  It  re¬ 
minds  me  of  the  comments  made  by  the 
President  in  his'press  conference  yester¬ 
day  regarding  their  long-established 
domestic  protrams  that  people  expect  to 
be  maintained.  Let  me  tell  you  why. 
I  read  from  the  front  page  of  this  morn¬ 
ing’s  New  York  Times  quoting  the  Presi¬ 
dent: 

A  good  deal  of  futile  and  fatuous  talk  is 
going  on  about  reduction  in  spending  that 
could  be  made  only  if  Congress  were  pre¬ 
pared  to  follow  through  or  to  cripple  long- 
etsablished  domestic  programs  that  people 
expected  to  be  maintained. 

This  is  the  program  for  which  we 
agreed  a  year  ago  to  provide  the  first 
installment  for  an  orderly  increase, 
spread  over  a  period  of  several  years 
because  we  had  received  so  many  com¬ 
plaints  that  this  organization  was  not 
keeping  pace  with  the  number  of  new 
drugs  that  were  coming  on  to  the  mar¬ 
ket  every  year  during  the  past  10  years. 
This  agency  was  actually  cut  a  few 
years  ago  as  far  as  personnel  was  con¬ 
cerned.  So  when  Mrs.  Hobby  was  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  she  got  so  concerned,  because  of 
the  interest  of  the  people  throughout 
the  country,  that  she  appointed  a  com¬ 
mittee  in  1955  to  study  this  and  make 
recommendations  as  to  what  should  be 
done.  The  list  of  the  members  appears 
on  page  62  of  last  years’  hearings.  You 
find  on  that  committee  men  like  Mr.  G. 
Cullen  Thomas,  vice  president  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Mills,  Inc.;  Mr.  Prank  W.  Abrams, 
former  chaii-man  of  the  board  of  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey: 
Dr.  Harry  Dowling,  professor  of  medi¬ 
cine  of  the  University  of  Illinois;  Mr. 
Charles  Wesley  Dunn,  president  of  the 
Pood  Institute,  Inc. ;  Mr.  Robert  A.  Hart, 
vice  president  of  Hoffman-La  Roche 
Co.,  Inc.;  Dr.  Charles  Franklin  Poe, 
dean  of  the  College  of  Pharmacy  of  the 
University  of  Colorado;  Mr.  Walter  P. 
Silbersack,  president  of  the  American 
Home  Products  Co.;  Judge  Patrick  T. 
Stone,  United  States  judge  of  the  United 
States  district  coui't  for  Wisconsin;  and 
Mr.  H.  Gregoi-y  Thomas,  president  of 
Channel,  Inc. 

I  do  not  know  if  there  is  a  Democrat 
in  that  group  appointed  by  Mrs.  Hobby, 
but  I  presume  by  the  positions  they  hold 
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that  most  are  Republicans.  They  came 
up  with  a  unanimous  report  that  this 
agency  was  completely  understaffed  b©^ 
cause  of  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
drugs  that  have  been  developed  in  the 
last  10  years,  and  because  of  the  in¬ 
creased  use  of  chemicals  to  foodstuffs 
to  keep  them  longer  and  other  develop¬ 
ments  that  add  to  this  agency’s  work. 
Some  of  these  products  had  actually 
killed  a  few  people.  Because  of  this  they 
recommended  a  threefold  to  fourfold  in¬ 
crease  in  a  5-  to  10-year  period. 

All  your  committee  is  recommending 
today  is  to  follow  out  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  that  private  citizens  committee 
appointed  3  years  ago  which  came  up 
with  an  uhanimous  report.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  amount  carried  in  the  bill 
falls  a  little  short  of  even  doing  that. 

The  amendment  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  has  offered  dis¬ 
rupts  that  going  program  that,  as  the 
Pi-esident  says,  the  people  expected  to 
be  maintained.  It  disrupts  a  program 
that  we  started  last  year.  Last  year 
was  the  first  increase  we  gave  them  un¬ 
der  these  recommendations.  We  al¬ 
lowed  them,  not  more,  but  slightly  less 
than  what  the  special  committee  has 
recommended  because  of  the  increase  in 
population,  the  increase  in  the  sale  of 
dangerous  drugs  on  the  market,  and  be¬ 
cause  of  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
these  quacks  that  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  so  eloquently 
spoke  about  a  short  time  ago. 

When  it  comes  to  spending  money, 
this  involves  only  $9  million.  But  do 
you  know  what  you  are  spending  for 
just  the  inspection  of  meat  in  this  coun¬ 
try?  Do  you  know  what  you  are  taking 
out  of  the  Federal  Treasury  to  inspect 
one  food  article — meat?  You  are  g<^ing 
to  be  asked  this  year  to  spend  $18  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury  to  in¬ 
spect  meat  in  this  country  and  I  am  not 
saying  that  is  too  much,  I  am  in  favor  of 
proper  meat  inspection,  but  if  you  are  go¬ 
ing  to  spend  $18  million  to  inspect  meat, 
is  it  not  fair  to  assume  that  $9  million 
that  we  have  recommended  to  you,  that 
will  save  lives  and  save  people  from  mak¬ 
ing  the  fruitless  expenditures  that  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long] 
has  spoken  about  today,  is  reasonable? 
That  to  me  makes  commonsense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Fogarty)  he  was  allowed 
to  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Is  it  not  fair  to 
assume  that  we  ought  to  spend  at  least 
half  as  much  for  the  entire  field  of  in¬ 
spection  of  foodstuffs,  drugs  and  cos¬ 
metics  that  are  being  used  by  170  million 
people  at  this  time?  It  is  the  only 
agency  in  Government  today  that  has 
jurisdiction  and  inspection  services 
covering  these  foods  and  drugs.  They 
examine  these  drugs  before  they  come 
on  the  market.  Every  once  in  a  while 
during  the  last  several  years  because  of 
the  lack  of  staff,  a  certain  drug  has  got¬ 
ten  on  the  shelves  at  the  market  place 
and  they  have  killed  people.  Then  it 
was  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
that  went  in.  They  went  in  immediately 


and  secm-ed  those  drugs  from  the  drug¬ 
stores,  destroyed  them,  and  thereby 
saved  thousands  of  lives. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Ml-.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Permit  me  to  thank 
the  gentleman  for  taking  some  of  oiu- 
fear  away  from  us.  No  one  is  criticizing 
the  overall  operation  of  this  department. 
The  gentleman,  when  he  read  the  names 
of  those  able  and  distinguished  gentle¬ 
men  who  had  endorsed  some  report,  said 
they  were  Republicans.  Ztoes  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  that  is  any  reason  why  we  on 
this  side  should  vote  for  it? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  just  wanted  to  re¬ 
mind  the  distinguished  gentlemen  that 
this  committee  consisted  of  members  of 
his  own  party.  I  thought  perhaps  the 
gentleman  had  some  friends  among 
them.  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  President  had 
some  friends  among  them? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No— you. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  might  have  on  that 
side? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  On  this  committee. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  just  do  not  get  it. 
Let  me  ask  this  question.  Several  times 
our  attention  has  been  called  to  what 
the  President  said  yesterday  about  cut¬ 
ting  the  budget  and  what  we  were  doing. 
I  do  not  know  what  the  purpose  was.  As 
for  myself  I  can  only  say  that  I  will  go 
along  with  him  whenever  I  can  and  the 
only  place  we  disagree,  so  far  as  I  know, 
is  as  to  where  the  cuts  are  to  be  made. 
I  am  not  going  along  with  him  on  this 
foreign  aid  business,  for  instance.  He 
may  think  I  am  endangering  the  na¬ 
tional  security  when  I  refuse  to  go  along 
with  him.  I  will  not  go  along  with 
Federal  aid  to  education,  but,  at  the 
same  time,  I  do  not  charge  the  President 
with  being  ignorant. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  One  of  the  other 
things  they  have  accomplished  is  to  stop 
some  of  these  quacks^  For  instance,  one 
is  the  Hoxie  Clinic  that  has  been  operat¬ 
ing  in  Dallas,  Tex.,  for  some  years,  but 
finally  moved  to  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  They  were  able  to  convict  them 
because  he  had  a  fake  cure  for  cancer. 

He  was  using  a  chemical  they  called 
potassium  iodide  that  in  many  instances 
incited  cancer  or  irritated  an  early  case 
of  cancer.  As  a  result  of  their  persistent 
efforts  over  a  period  of  several  years  and 
going  to  court,  they  finally  have  almost 
put  this  man  out  of  business.  He 
charged  an  average  of  about  $500  a 
case,  and  thousands  and  thousands  of 
Americans  have  been  fleeced  because  of 
that  type  of  operation. 

Now,  a  few  years  ago,  you  remember, 
a  medicine  called  Hadakol  was  the  rage 
all  over  the  country.  It  was  manufac¬ 
tured  by  a  fellow  from  Louisiana.  I  saw 
him  on  television  one  night,  and  he  was 
asked  “What  will  Hadakol  do  for  me?” 
And  his  answer  was,  “I  don’t  know  what 
it  will  do  for  you,  but  it  made  $5  million 
for  me.”  We  asked  the  Food  and  Drug 
people  what  was  in  Hadakol,  because 
everybody  was  buying  it,  and  the  only 
thing  that  was  in  it  was  12  percent  al¬ 
cohol  that  made 'you  feel  a  little  good  if 
you  drank  enough  of  it. 


Now,  this  Mountain  Valley  Water  that 
my  friend  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber) 
talks  about  that  was  bottled  out  in  the 
Midwest,  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
that;  it  will  not  kill  you,  but  they  in- 
feri-ed  that  it  would  cure  everything 
from  arthritis  to  gall  bladder  trouble; 
that  it  would  cure  almost  anything  but 
cancer.  And,  they  were  selling  it  on 
that  basis.  'That  is  the  reason  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  did  spend  $50,- 
000  to  $60,000  in  an  attempt  to  show  the 
public  that  this  was  not  so;  that  this 
Mountain  Valley  Water  would  not  cure 
arthritis;  it  would  not  cure  kidney  trou¬ 
ble;  it  would  not  cure  bladder  trouble. 
That  is  the  reason  that  they  went  into 
that  field. 

Now,  to  summarize  this  I  would  like  to 
tell  you  what  this  cut  will  mean. 

To  reduce  the  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  would  disavow 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  a 
group  of  distinguished  Americans  who 
emphatically  urge  the  expansion  of  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  for  the 
safety  and  health  of  all  our  citizens. 

The  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
would  be  unable  to  cope  with  many  quack 
cancer  cures  so  widely  publicized  which 
continue  to  victimize  the  public  every 
day. 

Any  curtailment  in  checking  the  safety 
of  the  flood  of  new  drugs  produced  and 
needed  by  the  sick  will  be  disastrous 
to  young  and  old  alike.  This  includes  the 
use  of  tranquilizers — happy  pills — of 
which  34  million  prescriptions  were 
processed  last  year. 

Would  you  take  the  responsibility  for 
stopping  seizure  of  fraudulent  devices 
claimed  to  cure  heart  disease,  arthritis, 
etc.?  Cutting  personnel  required  to  pro¬ 
tect  you,  your  families  and  friends  from 
this  menace  is  unconscionable. 

Food  poisoning  is  an  ever-present 
threat  to  all  of  us  whether  by  spray  on 
crops,  rat  infestation,  or  the  addition  of 
chemicals  to  precooked  or  frozen  foods. 
You  cannot  reduce  the  personnel  re¬ 
quired  to  inspect  the  plants,  facilities, 
and  scientifically  examine  products  con¬ 
sumed  by  our  rapidly  growing  popula¬ 
tion. 

The  public  demands  and  the  regulated 
industries  support  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  in  safeguarding  the 
American  people  against  contaminated 
or  misrepresented  foods  and  drugs. 

To  deny  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration  the  personnel  and  facilities 
recommended  by  the  Committee  is  false 
economy,  and  a  potential  risk  to  the  lives 
of  every  family  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DURHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  I  don’t  relish  the  idea 
of  opposing  my  good  friend  from  North 
Carolina,  but  this  is  a  matter  of  life  and 
death  we  are  dealing  with  in  this  amend¬ 
ment.  For  more  than  30  years  I  was  a 
practicing  pharmacist.  I  spent  many 
years  in  the  business  before  we  devel¬ 
oped  any  inspection  that  would  give -pro¬ 
tection  to  the  public  at  large.  My  years 
go  back  to  the  days  when  you  could  dis¬ 
pense  across  the  counter  di-ugs  such  as 
morphine  and  many  other  dangerous 
drugs.  The  druggists  of  this  country, 
the  drug  manufacturers,  and  the  Federal 
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Government  have  cooperated  in  building 
the  food  and  drug  inspection  to  a  point 
where  today  every  Ameidcan  citizen 
should  deeply  appreciate  this  service. 

With  the  fast  development  of  the  in¬ 
dustry,  many  changes  have  come  about. 
Products  today  sold  over  the  counter  in 
drugstores  come  from  the  manufacturers 
here  in  America  at  an  estimated  rate  of 
some  10,000  or  more  a  day.  These  prod¬ 
ucts  supposedly  should  be  tested  and  ap¬ 
proved  before  the  public  spends  its 
money  for  them,  based  on  some  enticing 
advertisement.  Shampoos,  cold  creams, 
and  drugs  by  the  thousands  are  pack¬ 
aged  as  new  products  daily. 

The  fact  is  that  the  agency  has  never 
had  enough  inspectors  to  meeting  this 
growing  increase  in  products  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  public.  Some  States,  in¬ 
cluding  my  own,  have  some  inspection, 
but  it  is  not  broad  enough  nor  does  the 
average  drugstore  have  the  equipment 
to  satisfy  the  druggist  that  a  product  is 
safe  to  sell  to  the  public. 

Not  only  has  this  agency  protected  the 
public  at  large,  but  it  has  caused  the 
druggist  and  the  dispenser  of  products  to 
feel  safer  in  serving  his  customers. 

I  wish  every  Member  of  this  House 
could  take  a  short  visit  through  the  lab¬ 
oratories  down  here  in  the  old  Agricul¬ 
ture  Building.  Only  one  trip  would  con¬ 
vince  you  that  this  is  one  of  the  finest 
acts  ever  placed  on.  the  statute  books  of 
any  country  for  the  public  health  and 
safety  of  its  citizens.  Shampoos  and 
cold  creams  and  many  other  items 
which  are  not  for  internal  consumption 
but  only  for  application  externally  are 
tested  on  animals  in  the  laboratories. 
You  can  see  with  your  own  eyes  there 
animals  with  all  their  fur  completely 
gone,  eyes  out,  and  big  splotches  of  sores 
which  have  been  created  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  some  product,  which  can  be  a 
liquid  or  a  creamy  substance  or  some 
other  type.  Certainly,  we  have  what  I 
believe  to  be  one  of  the  most  reputable 
and  high-type  group  of  manufacturers 
in  the  world  today,  but  there  are  stiU 
hundreds  and  thousands  of  greedy  peo¬ 
ple  who  desire  to  and  do  get  rich  quickly 
by  putting  out  a  dangerous  product  that 
is  not  safe  for  use  internally  as  well  as 
externally. 

The  agency  has  never  had  the  person¬ 
nel  to  completely  inspect  all  items,  but 
it  has  done  an  outstanding  job  with  what 
Congress  has  given  it.  Comparatively 
speaking,  it  is  a  small  agency  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  but  it  has  a  fine  record  of  ac¬ 
complishment. 

Dispensing  drugs  is  a  serious  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  the  citizen  at  large  expects  the 
dispenser  to  advise  him  safely  and 
soundly.  The  determination  of  purity 
of  a  product  can  only  be  handled  by  the 
Federal  Government,  in  my  opinion. 

I  know  that  every  Member  of  this 
House  depends  on  his  dnxggist  to  advise 
him  as  safely  as  his  doctor  would  as  to 
the  medicine  he  requires  when  ill.  It 
is  one  of  the  greatest  and  safest  things 
we  can  do  for  the  public  to  provide  this 
inspection.  I  could  go  into  hundreds 
and  even  thousands  of  cases  I  have  seen 
with  my  own  eyes.  Drugs  today  are 
more  potent  and  are  really  dangerous 
if  not  properly  inspected  and  properly 
administered.  It  is  impossible  to  go  into 


all  the  details  in  such  a  short  period  of 
time  as  I  have.  Members  of  the  House, 
we  have  a  solemn  obligation  to  protect 
the  public  which  today  in  general  has 
a  limited  knowledge  as  to  the  science  of 
chemistry.  Two  chemicals  placed  in  a 
potion  or  in  a  solid  can  crate  an  entirely 
different  substance  which  can  remove  all 
the  hair  from  your  head  or  create  turns 
on  a  small  infant  whose  mother  has 
purchased  in  good  faith  the  article  used. 

There  are  many  packaged  articles  to¬ 
day  on  the  shelves  of  the  average  grocery 
store  where  no  knowledge  whatever 
exists  as  to  the  chemical  property  of 
the  items.  Shampoos  and  many  other 
articles  are  sold  across  the  counter  of 
the  grocery  store  today.  There  is  no  way 
to  protect  the  public  under  present  con¬ 
ditions  except  to  have  full  and  proper 
inspection  of  such  products. 

The  druggists  of  this  country  have 
been  and  are  wholeheartedly  behind  the 
Food  and  Drug  Inspection  Department, 
so  far  as  I  know.  If  it  did  not  exist,  in 
my  opinion,  the  greedy  individuals  of 
this  country  would  jeopardize  the  public 
health  seriously  and  tragically.  We 
have  an  obligation  to  every  person  in 
America  to  insure  that  the  product  he 
purchases  should  be  safe  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  and  use. 

Mr.  Fogarty  has  gone  into  and  pointed 
out  many  of  the  things  that  have  hap¬ 
pened  in  regard  to  these  dangers. 
Tranquilizing  drugs  have  come  into  the 
market  recently,  as  well  as  antibiotics, 
histamines,  and  synthetic  drugs  of  all 
descriptions.  Useful  they  are  in  many 
ways,  but  they  should  be  given  strict 
inspection.  I  could  name  many  more, 
but  I  will  not  trespass  upon  the  time 
of  the  House. 

One  other  point  I  would  like  to  men¬ 
tion,  with  the  indulgence  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers.  We  are  entering  into  an  entirely 
new  field  which  today  is  not  very  well 
known.  We  are  dispensing  radioisotopes 
in  the  hospitals  and  at  many  other 
points.  We  are  even  using  Cobalt-90, 
which  at  the  present  time  is  being  used 
to  treat  carcinoma  and  many  other  types 
of  growing  cancer  cells.  As  far  as  I 
know,  there  is  no  other  agency  of  the 
Government  which  can  protect  the  safety 
of  the  treatment  of  diseases  that  stem 
from  the  splitting  of  the  atom.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  can  commend  those  for  the 
development  of  these  new  products  that 
can  alleviate  human  suffering.  And  this 
small  group  in  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration  will  necessarily  have  to  take 
on  this  problem  for  the  safety  of  the 
American  public.  Many  of  these  prod¬ 
ucts  have  already  appeared  in  places  for 
the  treatment  of  disease — hospitals, 
drugstores,  laboratories  throughout  the 
entire  country.  I  believe  you  will  agree 
with  me  that  we  should  provide  the  pub¬ 
lic  with  safe  information  as  to  the  use 
and  administration  of  these  products, 
and  to  do  so  we  must  provide  this  agency 
of  the  Government  with  qualified  per¬ 
sonnel,  adequate  to  insure  safety  to  the 
public. 

Certainly,  this  agency  does  not  deal 
with  drugs  alone,  but  must  also  give  to 
the  public  advice  as  to  the  safety  of 
foods  and  many  other  items  that  are 


necessary  to  sustain  human  life  as  well 
^s  safety. 

One  last  word  and  I  will  conclude. 
This  bill  carries  $9,300,000  for  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.  The  request 
is  $2,520,000  over  the  amount  appropri¬ 
ated  for  1957.  With  the  fast-growing 
duties  placed  on  this  agency,  I  am  of  the 
definite  opinion  that  this  is  a  reasonable 
request,  and  I  am  convinced  that  the 
recommendation  by  the  committee  is 
justified,  and  I  personally  would  like  to 
see  this  inspection  by  the  agency  carried 
on  to  a  point  where  no  product,  edible 
or  for  the  treatment  of  disease,  ^fould  not 
be  fully  inspected  at  the  time  it  is  placed 
on  the  shelves  for  sale  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  or  use. 

Gentlemen,  I  ask  you  to  defeat  this 
amendment  for  the  sake  of  the  health 
and  safety  of  our  American  people,  as 
well  as  those  in  other  countries  to  which 
we  export  drugs  and  related  products. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  83d  Congress  I 
was  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce.  This  bill  on 
pesticides  was  before  that  subcommittee. 
The  distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  was  interested  in  it  and  the 
distinguished  gentlewoman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mrs.  Sullivan]  was  interested  in 
it.  We  had  quite  a  bit  of  testimony.  A 
couple  of  gentlemen  that  were  named  by 
the  gentleman,  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  testified  before  our  committee 
with  reference  to  this  bill. 

Now  I  think  we  are  getting  to  the  posi¬ 
tion  again,  as  we  did  yesterday,  that  we 
are  creating  agencies  without  planning 
out  in  the  beginning  exactly  how  much 
personnel  it  is  going  to  take  to  get  this 
job  done.  During  that  time  that  I  was 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  I  asked 
the  Department  if  it  was  going  to  take 
any  increase  in  personnel,  because  they 
were  already  in  the  pesticide  field.  The 
Department  said  they  would  have  to 
have  some  more  personnel.  We  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  for  certain  charges 
which  are  placed  in  a  revolving  fund. 
Those  employees  are  paid  for  with  those 
funds  at  no  expense  to  the  taxpayer — 
that  is,  in  the  pesticide  field.  Beyond 
this,  it  was  my  understanding  that  this 
job  would  not  take  any  more  personnel. 

Now  I  turn  to  page  10  of  the  report 
which  accompanies  this  bill  and  I  find 
these  words: 

The  citizens  committee  recommended  that 
personnel  and  facilities  be  increased  three¬ 
fold  to  fourfold  within  5  to  10  years.  At  the 
rate  provided  for  in  the  bill  it  will  take  a 
minimum  of  10  years  to  somewhat  less  than 
treble  the  personnel  and  facilities. 

This  is  a  different  story  when  we  come 
to  an  appropriations  biU  and  find  that 
this  is  the  trend.  There  was  no  evi¬ 
dence  before  our  committee  that  more 
personnel  was  needed  in  this  Department 
in  order  to  handle  what  was  set  out  in 
the  bill  that  was  before  us,  other  than 
that  in  the  revolving  fund  charges. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  not  quite  correct.  When 
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you  get  into  (he  pesticide  field,  most  of 
that  work  is  paid  for  out  of  a  revolving 
fund  that  has  been  a  going  thing  for 
some  years.  Tire  expanded  program 
that  we  are  talking,  about  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  field  of  pesticides  at  all. 
It  is  on  the  overall  program  that  we  are 
talking  about. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas!  just  where 
these  reductions  are  going  to  come  that 
he  proposes  in  his  amendment. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  does 
not  make  any  difference  where  they 
come.  There  are  four  programs.  If  my 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  there  will  still 
be  enough  money  in  the  bill  to  maintain 
operations  at  or  above  the  1957  level,  to 
pay  for  the  civil-service  retirement 
contribution  and  all  mandatory  in¬ 
creases.  And  there  will  be  additional 
money  in  the  amount  of  $775,000  over 
and  above  that. 

Now  they  propose  to  put  on  162  new 
persons.  They  also  propose  to  open  a 
new  office  in  Detroit  and  to  replace  what 
they  say  is  old  and  obsolete  equipment. 
They  can  use  the  extra  money  for  new 
inspectors,  if  they  want  to,  or  they  can 
use  it  to  replace  equipment.  My  amend¬ 
ment  does  not  tell  them  where  to  spend 
the  money.  My  idea  was  to  eliminate 
the  funds  for  the  new  positions  but  that 
is  not  mandatory  or  in  any  way  required 
by  the  amendment.  They  can  use  the 
funds  for  new  inspectors  if  the  need  is 
greater  there  than  for  the  new  equip¬ 
ment.  Remember  that  the  amendment 
increases  by  funds  available  in  1957  by 
$1,194,000  and  only  $419,000  is  required 
to  discharge  mandatory  increases,  leav¬ 
ing  $775,000  for  use  in  obtaining  new 
inspectors  or  restoring  obsolete  equip¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  If  they  apply  this 
increase  which  the  gentleman  has  left 
in  the  bill  to  personnel,  how  many  per¬ 
sonnel  would  it  provide,  out  of  the  162? 

Mr.  JONAS.  It  would  depend  on  how 
many  people  they  could  hire  for  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  $1,194,000  and  $419,000. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  In  other  words,  the 
gentleman’s  proposal  would  provide 
roughly  about  one-third  of  162  or  some¬ 
thing  over  50? 

Mr.  JONAS.  If  they  wanted  to  use 
the  money  to  hire  more  personnel,  they 
could  do  so,  or  they  could  buy  equipment. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  That  brings  us  to  the  - 
point  that  was  raised  a  few  minutes  ago 
when  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  was  on  the  floor.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas!  has 
not  specified  that  personnel  shall  be  cut. 
The  personnel  would  not  have  to  be  cut. 
They  could  still  employ  the  total  num¬ 
ber,  162,  if  the  Department  thought  that 
was  wise  and  necessary. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  ^vould 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jonas!  stated  that  we  are  maintaining 


the  level  of  this  appropriation  at  that 
which  they  had  for  the  fiscal  year  1957. 
What  assurance  can  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  give  us  that  the  indus¬ 
tries  of  this  country  which  manufacture 
foods  and  drugs  will  iiot  increase  their 
output  above  what  it  was  in  1957  and 
that  therefore  no  more  people  would  be 
needed? 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  to  answer 
that? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Yes. 

Mr.  JONAS.  When  I  said  we  were 
maintaining  the  level  of  last  year  I 
meant,  and  should  have  said,  no  cuts 
are  being  contemplated  below  the  1957 
level. 

Mr.  YATES.  Are  any  cuts  being  con¬ 
templated  in  the  industries  that  are  be¬ 
ing  surveyed  by  this  administration? 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  anxious  for  the 
gentleman  to  understand  that  the 
amendment  does  not  contemplate  any 
cutback  whatsoever  below  1957  levels 
and,  in  fact,  will  permit  an  increase. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  connection  with 
the  inquiry  of  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Beamer],  there  is  a  lot  of  con¬ 
fusion  because  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  when  he  offered  the 
amendment  stated  specifically  that  this 
amendment  would  not  allow  them  to 
hire  1  additional  person  of  the  162  they 
had  asked  for.  When  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Moss!  made  the 
same  inquiry  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  he  said,  “That  is  right; 
not  one  additional  person  will  be  hired 
under  my  amendment.’’ 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  say  this  in 
reply  to  what  has  been  said :  It  certainly 
will  be  my  position  if  I  am  ever  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  involving  a 
thing  like  this  again  to  be  sure  I  know 
where  we  were  going  to  go  with  personnel 
when  we  created  additional  legislation 
calling  for  new  Government  responsibili¬ 
ties.  That  is  the  fundamental  question 
involved  here  if  you  are  going  to  keep 
your  expenditures  under  control. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  Mr.  Chainnan, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Michigan. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  May  I  point  out 
that  in  Detroit  at  the  present  time  there 
are  two  inspectors  for  the  lower  penin¬ 
sula  of  Michigan.  The  food-packaging 
plants  are  inspected  once  every  10  years 
and  the  drug-packaging  plants  once 
every  5  years.  I  am  not  for  any  cut  that 
is  going  to  cut  out  anybody  there,  but 
I  want  some  increases  so  that  we  can  in¬ 
spect  in  Detroit  and  in  Michigan  to  an 
extent  that  protects  the  health  of  our 
people. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  think  everybody  in 
this  House  agrees  with  the  gentlewoman 
on  that.  It  is  a  question,  of  course,  how 
much  can  be  done  by  these  people  who 
are  on  the  rolls. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  assume  the 
State  of  Michigan  as  well  as  other  States 
has  certain  food  inspectors. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  that.  They  do  in  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois;  not  on  drugs,  but  they  do  have 
them  on  food.  I  cannot  say  as  far’  as 
the  State  of  Michigan  is  concerned. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  A  citizens’  report 
pointed  out  in  1954  that  there  was  an 
inspection  of  food  packing  plants  in  this 
country  once  every  60  years  and  of  drug 
packaging  plants  something  like  once 
every  10  years.  Michigan  is  a  little 
better  off  than  the  general  average  of 
the  country,  but  it  is  still  not  good 
enough. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  one  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance  to  every  American  in  connection 
with  our  health  and  the  protection  of 
our  health.  The  mere  fact  that  they  are 
trying  to  reduce  the  appropriation  a 
little  over  $300,000  is  not  the  question 
involved,  it  is  the  effect  on  the  protection 
of  the  health  of  Americans  that  is 
involved. 

This  amendment  will  be  followed  later 
on,  today  or  tomorrow  or  Monday  or 
Tuesday  or  Wednesday  or  Thursday  of 
next  week,  whenever  this  bill  is  disposed 
of,  by  other  amendments  in  relation  to 
appropriations  for  medical  research,  all 
connected  with  the  future  wellbeing  of 
our  people.  The  remarks  I  make  on 
this  occasion  in  connection  with  this 
amendment  would  be  applicable  to  the 
other  amendments  that  will  follow,  all 
of  which  I  hope,  with  this  amendment, 
will  be  defeated. 

There  is  a  very  interesting  and  funda¬ 
mental  question  confronting  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  pouse  in  relation  to  this 
appropriation  bill.  We  saw  the  cuts 
made  in  the  Department  of  Labor,  of 
vital  importance  to  countless  millions  of 
people  throughout  the  country  who  toil 
with  their  hands  or  use  their  brains  in 
connection  with  their  employment.  We 
find  the  cuts  made  with  a  great  majority 
of  the  Republican  Members  voting  for 
them.  We  find  the  cuts  made  in  the 
Department  where  the  man  who  is  the 
head  of  it.  Secretary  Mitchell,  is  the 
most  effective  Republican  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  outside 
of  President  Eisenhower  himself,  in 
campaigning  for  the  Republican  Party. 

We  now  come  to  another  important 
aspect  of  this  appropriation  bill — the 
protection  of  health  and  also  later  ap¬ 
propriations  relating  to  the  health  of  all 
of  our  people  because  none  of  us  know 
when  we  are  going  to  get  sick.  None  of 
us  know  when  a  serious  illness  might  be 
visited  upon  us.  We  all  know  there  are 
many,  many  millions  of  Americans 
handicapped  as  the  result  of  serious  ill¬ 
nesses  whether  it  be  a  heart  ailment, 
rheumatism,  cancer  or  anything  else. 
Everyone  knows  that  the  appropriations 
we  have  made  in  past  years  have  made  a 
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powerful  contribution  in  the  field  of 
medical  research  for  the  benefit  and  ad¬ 
vancement  of  human  beings  not  only 
for  the  people  of  America,  but  for  people 
all  over  the  world. 

Here  we  have  an  unusual  situation 
where  it  is  most  outstanding  and  notice¬ 
able.  In  fact,  it  is  historic.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  held  a  press  conference  on  Wednes¬ 
day  last.  As  I  interpret  the  President’s 
remarks,  he  certainly  must  have  been 
very  embarrassed  because  he  was  forced 
to  defend  his  own  budget  which  he  had 
sent  to  the  Congress.  This  is  his  budget. 
This  is  not  merely  a  recommendation. 
He  was  forced  to  defend  his  own  budget 
because  of  the  rebellion  against  him  by 
the  majority  of  his  own  Members  in  this 
body.  The  President  said  that  his  budg¬ 
et  had  been  drawn  up,  and  I  quote: 
“Carefully,  intelligently.”  How  his¬ 
toric  it  is  that  a  President  feels  that 
he  is  on  trial  and  must  defend  himself 
to  the  point  of  having  to  say  that  his 
budget  has  been  drawn  up  “carefully, 
intelligently.”  The  President  also  usecj 
in  his  press  conference  the  word  “futile,” 
and  I  quote  that  in  connection  with  cut¬ 
ting  the  budget  as  he  said,  “severely”; 
that  too  big  a  cut  in  foreign  aid,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  would  endanger  the  country’s  na¬ 
tional  interest.  I  called  that  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  country  some  weeks  ago 
when  I  was  on  the  television  progi-am 
conducted  by  our  good  friend,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating]. 
1  projected  my  mind  ahead.  Drawing 
on  my  years  of  experience  in  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  said,  “Where  can  the  sharp  cut 
come?”  It  must  come  along  the  lines 
of  least  resistance.  My  mind  focused  on 
foreign  assistance — not  that  I  approve 
of  that  method  but  I  saw  that  that  was 
the  easiest  way.  When  Secretary  Hum¬ 
phrey  started  the  revolt,  when  the  execu¬ 
tive  budget  was  sent  up,  that  was  the 
time  the  President  should  have  acted. 
Humphrey’s  revolt  became  contagious 
and  it  is  now  a  revolution  among  the 
great  majority  of  the  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers.  President  Eisenhower  said  he 
took  the  responsibility  for  his  budget. 
Well,  we  got  that  out  of  him  anyway. 
He  has  his  responsibility  to  try  and  stop 
cuts  being  made  that  will  affect  our  na¬ 
tional  interests.  He  will  have  to  do 
something  more  than  make  statements 
in  a  press  conference.  He  will  have  to 
go  to  work  and  he  will  have  to  go  to 
work  among  his  own  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers  and  Republican  leadership. 

The  President  ought  to  know  that  in 
the  committees  and  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  practically  all  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  his  own  party  are  the  ones  who 
are  attacking  his  budget  and  by  their 
votes  they  are  showing  that  they  do  not 
believe  his  budget  was  drawn  up,  and  I 
quote  again  “carefully,  intelligently.” 
The  President  leads  one  way  and 
his  army  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  goes  the  other  way.  What  a 
picture.  And  who  do  they  think  they 
are  fooling?  It  is  not  my  responsibility 
to  give  President  Eisenhower  advice — I, 
the  Democratic  leader,  as  to  how  he 
should  meet  the  situation. 

One  thing  is  certain,  when  a  Democrat 
was  President  he  at  least  had  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  his  own  party  supporting  him. 


not  by  words  “I  like  so  and  so,”  but 
by  votes. 

What  is  happening  on  this  bill? 
Sniping  to  date  is  only  minor  and  the 
forerunner  of  what  will  happen  later 
on  in  relation  to  other  appropriation 
bills.  The  President  had  better  evaluate 
what  Is  going  on  now  in  terms  of  what 
might  happen  later  when  bills  come  up 
containing  appropriations  necessary  to 
carry  out  his  foreign  policy.  This  is  the 
time  for  him  to  assert  leadership  among 
his  own  party  and  try  to  get  a  part  of  his 
own  party  to  support  him.  This  will  re¬ 
quire  action  on  his  part,  getting  his  own 
leadership  to  take  the  floor  and  fight 
against  the  revolution  that  might  well 
lead  to  serious  consequences.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  must  talk  personally  or  over  the 
telephone  with  all  the  members  of  his 
own  party  or  the  leadership  to  try  to 
have  them  see  that  his  budget  that  was 
drawn  up,  and  I  quote,  “Carefully,  in¬ 
telligently.” 

This  amendment  that  is  pending  we 
all  know  is  a  vital  amendment,  as  I  said, 
in  connection  with  the  health  of  the 
people  of  our  country.  It  will  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  other  amendments  to  reduce 
medical  research. 

I  hope  enough  of  my  Republican 
friends  will  cooperate  with  some  of  us  on 
the  Democratic  side  so  that  we  will  give 
to  the  President  the  consideration  to 
which  he  is  entitled  when  he  said  that 
his  budget  was  drawn  up — and  I  quote 
again — “carefully,  intelligently.” 

How  mortifying  it  must  have  been  to 
him  to  find  it  necessary  to  make  that 
statement  when  he  knows  in  his  own 
heart,  if  he  will  admit  it,  that  the  cause 
of  it  is  Secretary  Humphrey,  because  he 
started  into  operation  a  chain  of  events 
that  has  led  up  to  the  situation  that 
exists.  Each  and  every  one  of  us  knows 
it.  Weeks  ago,  on  the  program  to  which 

1  have  referred,  conducted  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  I 
also  said  that  if  that  does  happen  “the 
President  can  either  thank  or  blame  as 
he  sees  fit  Secretary  Humphrey.” 

The  time  is  now  for  the  President  to 
assert  his  leadership  on  this  particular 
bill.  Later  on  it  may  be  too  late. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  thinking 
for  the  last  few  days,  especially  when  I 
have  heard  speeches  like  the  one  we  have 
just  listened  to,  from  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  that 
too  much  emphasis  is  being  said  by  the 
opposition  about  the  President’s  budget. 
This,  in  fact,  is  Congress’  budget. 

Some  of  you  were  diligently  adding 
every  expense  to  our  Government  just 
as  soon  as  you  got  control  by  a  majority 
back  in  1955  and  in  1956  for  the  past 

2  years. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  do  not  yield  now. 
1  will  yield  later  if  I  can. 

I  have  been  led  to  believe  from  the 
speeches  of  the  majority  leader  over  the 
past  3  or  4  years  that  the  cardinal  policy 
of  the  Democi'atic  Party,  was  to  add  so 
much  expense  to  the  Government  that 
when  we  came  into  the  1956  campaign 
that  we  would  not  be  able  to  keep  our 


promise  to  the  people  not  only  to  give 
them  a  tax  reduction,  but  at  the  same 
time  to  balance  the  Federal  budget  when 
it  had  not  been  balanced  more  than  once 
in  twenty-some  years  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  his  party  with  him  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  most  of  the  time  as  the 
majority  leader.  You  were  too  busy  for 
the  last  two  decades  with  your  tax-and- 
spend  policy  building  up  bureaucratic 
government  and  loading  down  the  peo¬ 
ple  with  additional  taxes  and  increasing 
the  national  debt. 

You  do  not  have  to  go  back  farther 
than  the  last  2  years  to'  count  up  prob¬ 
ably,  if  you  would  get  the  figures,  the  $3 
billion  that  a  good  many  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  would  like  to  reduce  from 
this  present  budget. 

This  is  not  President  Eisenhower’s 
budget.  He  was  not  responsible  for  ad¬ 
vocating  legislation  that  would  increase 
this  budget,  in  my  judgment,  by  many 
billions  of  dollars.  It  was  because  of 
the  authorizations,  because  of  your  pass¬ 
ing  new  laws  and  amending  the  law  here 
and  there  which  would  add  millions  of 
dollars  to  the  budget  in  the  hope  of 
making  the  people  happier  back  home. 
You  remember  the  social  security  law 
that  was  passed  last  year,  which  is 
adding  about  $300  million  a  year  to  the 
budget  and  will  continue  for  years  to 
come.  I  remember  the  money  that  you 
forced  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
take,  some  $990  million  last  year,  and  I 
remember  when  you  increased  the  wages 
of  everybody  who  wanted  an  increase  in 
wages,  and  you  readily  voted  for  them, 
but  when  it  came  time  to  vote  to  increase 
the  postal  rates  to  tak  care  of  the  in¬ 
creased  wages  you  placed  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  not  many  of  you  had  the  cour¬ 
age  to  stand  up  and  vote  for  an  incrase 
in  the  postal  rates  to  help  pay  for  the 
burden  you  had  put  on  the  Government. 

You  continue  to  talk  about  President 
Eisenhower’s  budget.  We  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side  of  the  House  for  a  good 
many  years  have  been  voting  just  like  we 
are  voting  now,  to  reduce  Government 
spending.  With  the  support  of  a  number 
of  great  Democrats  on  your  side  of  the 
House,  even  when  we  were  in  the  minor¬ 
ity,  we  were  able  to  cut  President  Tru¬ 
man’s  budget  year  after  year.  We  have 
not  changed  our  policy  and  we  are  stand¬ 
ing  firm  in  trying  to  see  if  we  cannot 
tighten  up  this  budget  now  in  the  interest 
of  the  people. 

May  I  say  that  a  few  weeks  ago  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  who 
leads  the  party  on  your  side  of  the 
House  was  the  one  who  was  crying  for 
a  reduction  in  the  President’s  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  VURSELL)  he  was  allowed 
to  proceed  for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  say  that,  in  my  judgment,  one 
of  the  best  things  that  ever  happened 
to  this  country  in  the  14  years  I  have 
been  privileged  to  sit  in  this  House  was 
the  election  of  President  Eisenhower.  We 
took  the  budget  then  $9.6  billion  dollars 
in  the  red  and  with  the  help  of  some 
good  Democrats,  many  of  them  react  to 
good  legislation  and  disregard  politics. 
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we,  the  Republicans,  were  able  to  re¬ 
duce  that  budget  by  $10  billion.  Wq 
were  able  to  give  the  people  a  tax  re¬ 
duction  and,  yes,  we  were  able  to  balance 
the  budget  twice  over  the  opposition,  I 
would  say,  of  the  majority  leader  who 
has  just  been  speaking  on  the  subject 
from  this  same  rostrum.  We  have  es¬ 
tablished  honesty,  integrity,  and  ef¬ 
ficiency  in  Government.  What  we  all 
ought  to  do  is  to  cooperate  with  the 
President.  I  am  sure  he  wants  this 
budget  reduced  where  it  can  justifiably 
be  done  and  I  am  sure  he  is  willing  to 
trust  our  judgment  if  we  will  do  it  in  a 
selective,  workmanlike  manner,  and  that 
is  what  we  are  tiwing  to  do.  It  is  not  the 
meat-ax  approach  so  far  as  we  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  are  concerned.  We  want 
to  protect  the  interests  of  160  million 
people  who  are  crying  out  because  for 
the  past  20  years  there  has  been  so  much 
legislation  put  on  the  statute  books  that 
has  driven  up  the  cost  of  government 
so  high  that  we  are  having  to  take  an 
undue  amount  of  money  in  taxes  out 
of  the  economy  of  this  country.  That 
cannot  always  go  on.  And,  that  is  about 
the  only  thing  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  Mr.  Humphrey,  one  of  the 
greatest  Secretaries  that  this  country  has 
ever  had,  had  to  say  about  this  budg¬ 
et.  I  am  glad  that  the  Secretary  spoke 
up,  and  I  think  we  are  getting  coopera¬ 
tion  along  that  line  and  will  continue 
to  get  cooperation  from  those  in  high 
places  in  the  present  administration. 

(Mr.  ROONEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
mai’ks.) 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  surely  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Vtjrsell]  is  not  only 
a  kijidly  but  an  intelligent  man  and  sure¬ 
ly  he  realizes  that,  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  President  Eis¬ 
enhower  signed  and  approved  each  and 
every  law  in  the  past  4  years.  The  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  provides 
that 

Every  bill  which  shall  have  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate, 
shall,  before  it  becomes  a  law,  be  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States.  If 
he  approves  he  shall  sign  It,  but  if  not  he 
shall  return  It,  with  his  objections  to  that 
House  in  which  It  shall  have  originated, 
who  shall  enter  the  objections  at  large  on 
their  Journal,  and  proceed  to  reconsider  it. 

Now,  I  do  not  recall  any  moneysaving 
veto  messages  in  the  past  4  years  from 
President  Eisenhower,  so  I  think  the 
American  public  should  know  that  he 
approved  each  and  every  one  of  these 
costly  laws  the  gentleman  referred  to, 
during  the  past  4  years,  and  the  most 
costly  ones  were  those  proposed  by  him 
.  and  his  administration. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  also 
stated  that  this  was  not  President  Eis¬ 
enhower’s  budget.  How  can  he  make 
such  a  statement?  The  law  provides — 
title  31,  United  States  Code,  section  11 — ^ 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  the  bud¬ 
get  which  shall  set  forth  the  “estimated 
expenditures  and  proposed  appropria- 
tions  necessary  in  his  judgment  for  the 
support  of  the  Government.’’  I  repeat 


the  words  “necessary  in  his  judgment.” 
The  highest  peacetime  budget  in  history 
is  here  with  President  Eisenhower’s  cer¬ 
tification  that  it  is  all  necessary  in  his 
judgment.  In  effect,  he  has  certified 
that  he  does  not  know  how  to  cut  it. 

It  might  be  interesting  if  I  called  the 
attention  of  our  friends  on  that  side  of 
the  aisle,  almost  all  of  whom  have  been 
voting  for  the  adoption  of  all  of  the 
amendments  throughout  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  part  of  this  bill,  to  what  their 
great  friend  and  fellow  Republican,  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  Mitchell,  has  to  say 
about  their  actions.  I  am  reading  from 
an  Associated  Press  report  which  came 
over  the  wire  just  a  short  while  ago  this 
afternoon.  I  urge  all  my  dear  friends 
to  listen  carefully: 

Washington. — Secretary  Mitchell  said  to¬ 
day  he  will  use  “every,  means  in  my  power’’ 
to  get  a  reversal  of  House  votes  to  cut  $34 
million  from  the  Labor  Department’s  budget. 

Mitchell  told  a  news  conference  his  De¬ 
partment’s  requests  were  “conservative,” 
adding; 

“I  propose  to  defend  them  to  the  bitter 
end.’’ 

The  administration  sought  about  $385 
million  to  run  the  Labor  Department  in 
the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1.  The 
House  Appropriations  Committee  trimmed 
that  by  $20  million  and  the  House  in  the 
last  2  days  has  voted  cuts  of  $14  million 
more. 

The  appropriation  is  still  pending  before 
the  House  as  part  of  a  bill  carrying  funds 
also  for  the  Welfare  Department. 

Mitchell  said  it  was  one  thing  for  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  after  full  hear¬ 
ings,  to  make  a  cut  but  another  thing  for 
the  House  to  overrule  the  committee’s 
judgment  and  make  a  deeper  slash. 

“In  my  opinion  it’s  a  perversion  of  the 
budget  process,”  he  said. 

Mitchell  was  asked  whether  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  Humphrey’s  invitation  to 
Congress  to  cut  President  Elsenhower’s 
budget  requests  had  made  it  “tougher”  to 
clear  them  through  Congress. 

He  replied: 

“I  don’t  know  what’s  made  it  tougher, 

I  know  it  is  tougher.” 

Now,  when  you  shortly  come  to  vote 
on  this  pending  amendment  which  af¬ 
fects  the  life  and  health  of  the  people 
of  America,  fimds  for  the  activities  of 
the  Pure  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  suggest  that  more  than  five  of  you, 
which  has  been  about  the  average  on 
the  adopted  amendments  to  the  Labor 
Department  part  of  this  bill,  stand  up 
and  be  so  reckless  as  to  support  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  and  your  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  interesting 
at  least  to  hear  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  EMr.  Rooney]  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  accuse  the  Re¬ 
publicans  of  failing  to  legislate  as  they 
think  they  should.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  Democrats  have  control  of 
the  House.  They  have  a  majority  of 
somewhere  around  30,  do  they  not,  I  will 
ask  the  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  It  is  either  32  or  33. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Then  how is  it  that 
you  can  critize  the  Republicans  for  put¬ 
ting  through  the  amendments  when  the 
Democrats  have  a  majority  of  32?  What 
is  the  matter  with  your  party  discipline? 
You  charge  us  with  deserting  the  Presi¬ 


dent — when  you  have  full  control  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  realize  that  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Vursell]  was  talking  about 
laws  which  were  passed  in  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress?  Was  that  not  a  Republican  Con¬ 
gress? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Of  course  it  was. 
But  he  was  talking  about  the  laws  pass¬ 
ed  in  the  last  20  years. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  It  was  in  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress  that  Vice  President  Nixon  went 
down  to  Central  America,  came  back  and 
demanded  a  crash  program  of  $75  million 
for  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  What  has  that  to  do 
with  the  reductions  which  has  been  made 
during  the  last  2  days  and  which  could 
not  have  been  made  if  the  Democrats 
had  all  voted  against  them.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  do  not  yield  further..  When  Pres¬ 
ident  Eisenhower  came  into  office  it  is 
my  recollection  that  they,  the  Democrats 
time  and  again,  pledged  support  to  the 
President.  Now  they  say  that  they  sup¬ 
port  his  budget.  But  they  have  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  votes;  why  do  they  not  cast 
them  in  support  of  all  the  items  carried 
in  the  budget?  Why  cry  about  what  the 
House  is  doing  when  they  have  a  clear 
majority  of  more  than  30. 

Hie  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Rooney) 
there  were — ayes  85,  noes  96. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mi-.  Jonas  and 
Mr.  Fogarty. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
83,  noes  82. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to' 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  •  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


N^PORT-IMPORT  BANK  OF 
WASHINGTON 

Mr.  'ra^RNBERRY,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rble^s,  reported  the  following 
privileged  resoraMon  (H.  Res.  216,  Rept. 
No.  286),  whicnNyas  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  ahd  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  a^ption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  tqmove  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  ISQrnmittee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  StateSpf  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  R. 
4136)  to  extend  the  period  within  wmeh 
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Bxport-Import  Bank  of  Washington  may 
n^e  loans.  After  general  debate,  which 
shaH.  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  tb  exceed  two  hours,  to,  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking^inority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Banki&  and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  5-minute 
rule.  At  thoVoncluslon  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  fo?^mendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  rtport  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendpients  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  jJtevious  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered^pn  the  bill  and  amend- 
ments  thereto  to  fin^  passage  without  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except,  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 


and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5-mlnute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit. 


PUBLIC  LANDS  OP  UNITED 

STATES  \ 

Mr.  THORNBERRY,  from  \he  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  iMlowing 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  2lTX,Rept. 
No.  287),  which  was  referred  to\^^the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to>^e 
printed :  \ 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  thisS 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  B. 
6538)  to  provide  that  withdrawals,  reserva¬ 
tions,  or  restrictions  of  more  than  5,000  acres 
of  public  lands  of  the  United  States  for  cer¬ 
tain  purposes  shall  not  become  effective 
until  approved  by  act  of  Congress,  and  for 
other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 


AMENDING  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OP 
1949 

(Mr.  COAD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute.) 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  in¬ 
tended  today  to  introduce  a  bill  which 
would  call  for  an  amendment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  My  bill  would 
have  required  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  replenish  its  stocks  of 
commodities  sold  on  the  open  market. 
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Credit  Corporation  Is  continuing  by  right 
of  what  is  believed  to  be  an  escape  clauSe 
in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  vmich 
permits  the  Commodity  Credit  Cop^ra- 
tion  to  sell  these  commodities yon  the 
open  market  when  they  have  Substan¬ 
tially  deteriorated  in  quality  or  as  to 
which  there  is  a  danger  of  ^s  or  waste 
through  deterioration  or  spoilage” — Ref¬ 
erence  407,  Agricultur^''  Act,  1949  as 
amended.  I  am  certainahat  we  are  well 
aware  of  the  fact  tha^his  has  been  and 
is  now  the  means  by  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  C^poration  has  been 
selling  large  amounts  of  corn  on  the  open 
markets.  / 

Upon  an  iiv<festigation  of  this  matter, 
I  learned  th^t  on  Monday  of  this  week, 
of  a  total  pi  600  carloads  of  corn  received 
on  the  C^cago  market,  480  of  these  cars 
•came  from  Commodity  Credit  stocks. 
On  tpte  following  day,  Tuesday,  March 
26,  &  total  of  130  carloads  of  corn  were 
revived  on  the  Chicago  market,  of  which 
f)8  came  from  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 


it\would  raise  the  price  of  farm  cora- 
m^ties  almost  overnight.  / 

At^he  present  time,  I  am  convinced 


because  of  deterioration  or  spoilage.  My  /poration  stocks. 

I^lief  w^^that  if  th^s  bill  were  ^acte^/  j  have  received  information  directly 

from  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
wherein  it  is  reported  that  domestic  dol¬ 
lar  sales  of  corn  on  the  market  have  been 
in  excess  of  24  million  bushels  during  the 
6-month  period  beginning  July  1,  1956 
and  ending  December  31,  1956.  The 
complete  breakdown  of  commodity  sales 
is  as  follows: 


through  reliable  sources  of  info^ation 
that  the^Commodity  Credit  Cortwration 
is  selling'toains  on  the  open  ^arket  in 
voluminousvamounts,  and  th^this  policy 
is  depressin^market  pric^.  This  op¬ 
eration  is  omj^  which  til's  Commodity 


U.  S.  Depart^nt 


Agriculture 


COMMODITY  CREMT  CORPORATION 


Proceeds  from  export  and  domestic  dispositions  of  basic  ■^ce-sup^rt  commodities,  fiscal  year  1957  through  Dec.  31,  1956 

/In  thousand^ 


Corn  / 

Cotton  \ 

Peanuts 

Bice 

Wheat  1 

Total 

proceeds 

Quantity 

E^oceeds 

/ 

Quantity 

Proceeds 

oWntity 

Proceeds 

Quantity 

Proceeds 

Quantity 

Proceeds 

Export; 

Dollar  sales . . . . 

Busies 

Xoii 

/  7,368 
/  4, 385 

1,422 
249 
326 

Dollars 

$7, 371 
10, 818 
11,519 
■  3,826 
372 

Bales 

6,497 

459 

175 

Dollars 

$684, 352 
66,364 
34, 711 

PoundS\ 

13,000 

Dollars 
\  $1, 006 

Hundred¬ 

weight 

672 
420 
6,  111 
15 

Dollars 

$2,920 
1, 123 
69, 675 
171 

Bushels 

37,490 
65, 524 
22,626 
4,832 
1,022 
L579 

Dollars 

$118,543 
88,601 
72, 241 
15,  404 
1,  956 

$814, 192 
156, 806 
188, 146 
19,  401 
2,328 

Public  Law  480,  title  I _ 

Sec.  402,  ICA . - . . /f 

1,906 

Subtotal . . ./ . 

Domestic:  / 

Dollar  sales _ .y _ 

See.  32 . r . 

19, 361 

33,  906 

6, 131 

775, 427 

13,000 

1,006 

\  9, 124 

73,889 

123,  073 

296,  645 

1, 180, 873 

'24, 491 

31,  713 

45 

12.'664 

51, 272 

2,265 

I5W 

86, 558 
4, 340 

7,666 

16,277 

149,  477 
4,340 

Donations . . . 

3.  ^5 

1,084 

Subtotal . . . . /... . 

/ 

Total  dispositions . -/...-.v- . . . 

28,  376 

31,  713 

45 

12,664 

61, 272 

2,265 

16,203 

\90, 898 

8,749 

16, 277 

153, 817 

47,  737 

05,  619 

6,176 

788,091 

64, 272 

3,271 

26, 327 

1^787 

131, 822 

312, 922 

1, 334,  690 

'  Includes  bushel  equivalen^of  wheat  flour. 

The  entire  idea  apd  principle  involvM 
here  is  to  get  the  ^vernment  out  of  the 
grain  business  fpr  whenever  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  simply/dumps  commodities  on 
the  market,  tpe  only  thing  that  happens 
is  that  pricj^s  go  down.  If,  however, 
the  Govem'ment  had  to  replenish  its 
stocks  wWn  a  given  quantity  of  a  com¬ 
modity  iwas  sold,  it  would  not  depress 
pricey/ Therefore,  in  this  manner,  if  the 
Gov/mment  replenished  its  stocks,  it 
wo^d  keep  the  prices  of  our  commodities 
"w.  and  it  would  keep  the  Government 
out  of  the  grain  business  in  such  man¬ 


ner  that  it  is  a  detriment  to  the  price 
structure.  This  plan  would  in  no  way 
affect  the  export  program,  and  it  would 
not  affect  any  program  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  using  of  farm  commodities 
for  direct  relief  aid,  whether  at  home  or 
overseas. 

I  know  that  the  CCC  has  been  selling 
grains  for  a  long  time,  and  at  least  dur¬ 
ing  recent  months,  has  been  excessive. 

I  have  further  information  which  re¬ 
veals  the  fact  that  an  announcement 
was  made  on  or  about  November  30, 
1956,  which  was  made  by  officials  of  the 


Commodity  CreditSGorporation,  stating 
that  a  large  quanutly  of  com  was  in 
danger  of  going  outNrf  condition,  and 
that  it  would  have  to  beV^ld  on  the  open 
market.  Certainly,  the  01^  of  this  an¬ 
nouncement  belies  the  com^itions  which 
obviously  existed.  Why  sh^d  corn  be 
in  danger  of  going  out  of  cM^dition  on 
the  date  of  November  30,  when  tM  season 
of  high  temperatures  and  high  homidity 
had  passed?  Another  fact  which  is  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  this  situation  is  reveiiled 
by  the  knowledge  that  a  big  percentafee 
of  the  corn  which  is  actually  received 
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the  Chicago  market,  which  comes  from 
the  Con^odity  Credit  OoiTJoration  stocks 
grades  1^.  1,  No.  2,  and  No.  3.  This  cer¬ 
tainly  caimot  be  presumed  to  be  corn 
which  is  ih  the  immediate  danger  of 
spoilage  or\  deterioration.  These  are 
the  highest  gmdes  by  which  we  are  able 
to  grade  corn.Xlt  is  the  best  corn  that 
we  have  availab^on  any  market,  and  it 
takes  a  great  str^h  of  the  imagination 
to  attempt  to  say  that  this  is  corn  in  im¬ 
mediate  danger  of  i^oilage. 

Now  as  I  said  in  th\  beginning,  it  was 
my  thought  to  introdu^  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1.949,  to  require 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
replenish  its  stocks  of  commodities  sold 
because  of  deterioration  aM  spoilage. 
My  plan  would  have  permittecL  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  continue  to  sell  its  ^mmodi- 
ties  in  danger  of  going  out  of  condition, 
but  also  would  not  have  affectra  the 
market  price,  because  an  equal  amount 
would  have  been  withdrawn  from  \he 
market. 

However,  today,  upon  a  more  complete 
investigation,  I  find  that  in  title  7,  section^ 
1427,  of  the  United  States  Code  Anno-  ! 
tated,  that: 

Nor  shall  the  foregoing  restrictions  apply  ^ 
to  sales  of  commodities  the  disposition  of 
which  Is  desirable  in  the  interest  of  the 
effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  the  Cor-  ■ 
poration’s  operations  because  of  the  small  ' 
quantlties'involved,  or  because  of  age,  loc%-  ‘ 
tion,  or  questionable  continued  storabillty,  ; 
but  such  sales  shall  be  offset  by  such  pur-  ; 
chases  of  commodities  as  the  Corporation  : 
determines  are  necessary  to  prevent  such 
sales  from  substantially  impairing  any  price - 
support  program,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 
purchase  price  exceed  the  then  current  sup¬ 
port  price  for  such  commodities.  (7 
U.  S.  C.  A.,  sec.  1427,  as  amended.) 

Thus  I  find  that  my  plan  is  already  a 
matter  of  law. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  that  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  the  ! 
committee  which  originally  wrote  the 
charter  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor-  . 
poration,  should  make  a  thorough  and  ; 
complete  investigation  of  the  procedures  ’ 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  to  < 
determine  whether  or  not  the  CCC,  in  the  . 
sales  of  commodities,  as  outlined  above, 
has  been  in  violation  of  the  law.  I  am 
today  introducing  a  resolution  which,  if  ' 
adopted,  will  give  authority  to  the  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Cun-ency  Committee  to  make  t 
this  investigation  and  study. 


CUTTING  THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  ABBITT  asked  and  was  given 
peiTOission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
pleased  to  hear  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  handling  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  Departments  of 
Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  related  agencies,  now  before 
the  House,  say  on  Tuesday  and  yester¬ 
day  and  again  today  that  we  will  have 
rollcalls  on  the  amendments  adopted  to 
the  bill  which  reduce  the  appropriation 
as  approved  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  As  one  who  has  consistently 
tried  to  vote  for  economy  ever  since  I 
have  been  a  Member  of  this  body,  I  am 


not  only  willing  to  go  on  record  on  each 
amendment  adopted  but  wish  the  rules 
of  the  House  would  permit  a  rollcall  on 
the  amendments  that  are  defeated. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  by  many 
Members  contending  that  they  are  for 
economy.  I  trust  that  we  are  not  merely 
giving  lipservice  to  the  effort  to  achieve 
real  economy  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  feel  that  without  exception 
every  department  and  agency  can  take 
a  reasonable  cut  without  in  any  way  im¬ 
pairing  the  necessary  and  needed  func¬ 
tion  of  the  particular  agency  provided 
there  is  a  real  and  actual  effort  made  by 
the  individual  departments  and  agencies 
to  effect  economy  and  efficiency. 

A  number  of  us  have  been  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  during  the  entire  time  this 
bill  has  been  under  consideration.  I 
say  here  and  now  to  the  Members  of  this 
body  who  desire  to  reduce  the  appropria¬ 
tions  contained  in  this  bill  that  the  only 
way  a  reduction  can  be  achieved  is  for 
you  to  stay  here  during  the  entire  time 
the  bill  is  under  consideration.  If  you 
do  not  stay  and  we  fail  to  carry  an 
amendment,  there  is  no  way  that  under 
the  present  rules  of  the  House  to  have 
a  rollcall  vote  on  the  amendments  that 
are  not  adopted. 

We  were  successful  Tuesday  and  Wed¬ 
nesday  in  passing  evei-y  amendment  that 
was  offered  to  reduce  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  the  bill  but  one.  The  alarm¬ 
ing  fact,  however,  is  that  when  the  votes 
were  taken  yesterday  the  largest  num¬ 
ber  of  Members  on  the  floor  at  any  one 
time  was  around  230.  I  desire  to  re¬ 
mind  the  membership  and  to  put  them 
on  notice  that  it  is  necessary,  if  we  are 
to  achieve  any  success  in  cutting  this 
bill,  that  they  be  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  at  all  times  when  this  measure  is 
under  consideration. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  he  has  been  most  pa¬ 
tient  and  cooperative  in  handling  the  bill 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  but  I  also 
want  to  say  that  a  number  of  us  wel¬ 
come  the  opportunity  of  rollcalls  on  the 
amendments  adopted  which  reduced  the 
appropriations  in  the  bill.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  these  amendments  will  be  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  in  trying  to 
make  the  departments  involved  operate 
in  an  efficient  manner  so  that  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  this  country  might  have  some*, 
relief  in  the  years  that  lie  ahead.  Un¬ 
less  somewhere  along  the  line  we  call  a 
halt  on  all  of  the  new  programs  and  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  present  ones  we  will  soon 
have  the  Federal  Government  taking 
over  all  the  functions  of  the  States,  lo¬ 
calities  as  well  as  the  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  now  is  the  time 
to  face  this  issue  head-on.  That  I  am 
glad  to  do  and  I  hope  that  there  are 
sufficient  Members  of  this  House  that 
will  join  me  so  we  can  stop  the  octopus¬ 
like  growth  of  the  Federal  Government. 


THE  RECORD  OF  INACTION  OF  FARM 
LEGISLATION 

(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
has  been  several  days  now  since  the 


House  debated  and  acted  upon  a  bill  thsft 
would  have  been  of  great  benefit  to  tiie 
com  fanners  of  the  Midwest.  Since  Aiat 
time  I  have  had  the  opportunity  t^hear 
from  a  number  of  farm  lead^  and 
distinguished  citizens  of  my  dismct  and 
from  the  general  tone  of  th^r  letters 
it  is  quite  evident  that  there  is  much 
misunderstanding  about  wt^  happened 
to  the  farm  legislation,  .^most  unani¬ 
mously  these  people  were  disappointed 
and  discouraged  becai^  they  saw  in 
several  of  the  propos^  some  real  an¬ 
swers  to  the  problen^  of  surpluses  that 
plague  the  farm  ec^omy  that  now,  be¬ 
cause  of  what  se^s  to  them  is  pure 
politics,  they  will/have  to  wait  at  least 
another  year  fair  the  consideration  of 
some  commonrense .solution.  For  that 
reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  decided  to 
place  in  theyiKEcoRD  the  facts  about  this 
controversy^  as  I  see  them.  A  famous 
DemocraVonce  said,  “Let  us  look  at  the 
record.”/  So  I  propose  to  point  to  the 
Recori 

ThVREcoRD  shows  that  156  Democrats 
joii^  with  61  city  Republicans  to  de- 
fe^  a  com  measure  that  would  help 
farmers  in  1957  balance  supply  with  de- 
and.  The  Democratic  forces  against 
’the  corn  bill  were  led  by  the  chaiiman 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  Mr.  Coo¬ 
ley,  Democrat,  of  North  Carolina,  and 
the  ranking  member  of  this  committee, 
Mr.  Poage,  Democrat,  of  Texas.  This 
performance  of  this  leadership  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  againsj 
corn  legislation  fois  year  is  most  in¬ 
teresting  when  it  is  realized  that  the 
same  program  they  offered  farmers  and 
were  most  responsible  for  in  1956  has 
been  in  effect  withdrawn  by  the  same 
Democratic  leadership  of  the  House  this 
year. 

This  Indian  giving  is  hard  to  under¬ 
stand.  The  bill  that  was  before  the 
House  which  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  supported  in  1956  and  op¬ 
posed  in  1957  did  not  increase  the  cost 
in  1957  of  the  price  support  and  soil- 
bank  programs  over  the  options  which 
were  offered  to  corn  farmers  by  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956.  Why  did  the 
Democratic  leadership  of  the  great  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  refuse  to  help  the 
corn  farmers  is  the  paramount  question 
in  the  minds  of  the  Midwest  farmer. 

Time  and  time  again,  the  chairman  of 
ifhe  Agriculture  Committee  and  other 
.emocrats  referred  to  the  fact  that  $179 
lion  of  soil-bank  payments  were  made 
in  i.956  to  corn  farmers  to  reduce  pro- 
ducnon  but  corn  production  in  1956  ex¬ 
ceed^  1955  by  220  million  bushels. 

On  tHe  opening  day  of  the  debate,  the 
chairmsm  of  the  committee  said : 

Let  us  c^sider  what  happened  last  year. 
Last  year  m\  Benson  administered  the  corn 
program  and^e  gave  away  $179  million  in 
soil-bank  pay^nts  to  the  commercial  corn 
producers  of  the  Nation.  Instead  of  re¬ 
ducing  productloXwe  had  perhaps  the  great¬ 
est  production  ofNffeed  grains  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  Nation\  (P.  2825  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.) 

Mr.  Abernethy,  Democrat,  of  Missis¬ 
sippi,  and  member  of  Ne  committee,  the 
next  day  said: 

Now  we  find  ourselves  wfto  a  doubly  ag¬ 
gravated  situation,  even  thoqgh  the  Secre¬ 
tary  expended  $179  milllon\of  soil-bank 
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mo^y  In  an  effort  to  head  it  off.  The 
eitiiffUon  Is  his  own  handiwork.  Undoubt¬ 
edly  eye  was  on  the  November  elections 
when  Ma  upped  corn  supports  last  year. 

It  was^bvious  from  the  debate  that 
the  amomW  of  money  going  into  the 
corn  area  i\,^an  election  year  was  par¬ 
ticularly  disturtiing  to  the  chairman  and 
the  other  members  of  this  party.  Yet  it 
was  the  chairm^  and  the  members  of 
his  party  who  foK^d  a  soil-bank  pay¬ 
ment  program  to  ^put  into  effect  in 
1956  after  corn-planwng  time  when  he 
and  everyone  else  musf**have  known  that 
such  a  program  would  i^bt  contribute  to 
an  orderly  reduction  in  prMuction. 

The  record  indicates  thKt  after  the 
Congress  loaded  up  the  Agri^ltural  Act 
of  1956  with  many  obnoxio^,  costly 
measures,  it  was  vetoed  by  tl^  Presi¬ 
dent  and  that  the  veto  was  sustained 
by  most  farmers  in  the  MidwestX  By 
that  time  most  authorities  believeosit 
was  too  late  to  have  an  effective  sofli: 
bank  program  for  1956.  Yet,  when  th( 
final  Soil  Bank  Act  was  passed  in  1956 
the  chairman  of  the  Agricultm’e  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  political  leaders  of  his 
party  forced  through  a  payment  pro¬ 
gram  for  that  year  against  the  advice  of 
many  authorities  on  the  subject,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Farm  Bureau  leaders.  It  was 
the  Democratic  chairman  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  who  had  the  follow¬ 
ing  to  say  in  urging  an  amendment  to  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  when  it  was  be¬ 
ing  considered  by  the  House  in  1956: 

It  might  appear  that  this  is  a  very  slight 
change  but  it  occurs  to  me  that  this  is  a 
very  important  change.  I  believe  that  we 
are  now  actually  faced  with  this  situation: 
Are  we  going  to  have  a  soil-bank  program  in 
1956  or  not?  I  did  want  to  offer  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  the 
House  wanted  the  Secretary  to  put  it  into 
operation  in  1956.  My  amendment  is  per¬ 
fectly  harmless  but  it  will  make  it  clear  that 
we  want  him  to  do  it  if  he  can  and  if  he 
does  we  want  the  farmers  to  receive  their 
payments  in  1956. 

The  ranking  member  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  went  on  to  say : 

The  Cooley  amendment  relates  to  section 
(b)  on  page  11  and  specifically  says  in  posi¬ 
tive  words  that  the  Secretary  shall  make 
payment  in  1956  for  compliance  with  the 
soil-bank  provisions  this  year,  and  that  this^ 
payment  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  compli 
ance  is  determined.  Compliance  is  ordinj  ^ 
ily  determined  along  in  July  and  Augu^ 

He  further  explained  that  the  w^  the 
law  was  drafted  the  farmer  had^  carry 
out  the  program  before  paym^s  could 
be  made. 

Mr.  Edmondson,  Democr^,  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma,  raised  the  follov^g  question: 

Can  you  not  boil  down  l!he  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Hope  amendna^t  and  the  Cooley 
amendment,  conslderii^  the  provisions  of 
this  bHl  as  a  whole,  Wthis  simple  fact?  If 
you  are  for  an  effe^ve  and  operating  soil 
bank  that  will  put percent  payments  into 
the  pockets  of  tM  farmers  in  1956  you  will 
be  for  the  Cooyiy  amendment  and  against 
the  Hope  sub^tute. 

Mr.  PoAGEyfexactly. 

The  Democrats  in  1956,  who  then,  it 
seemed^jto  many,  were  seeking  political 
advantage,  were  extremely  anxious  to 
get  Mbney  paid  out  in  1956.  Now  in  1957 
th^  use  the  payments  that  were  made  by 
Secretary,  which  he  was  forced  to  do 


by  law,  and  which  they  put  into  the  law 
as  an  excuse  for  withdrawing  from  the 
corn  farmers  an  opportunity  to  have  an 
effective  com  program  in  1957.  The  un-_ 
fairness  of  this  situation  is  much  greater 
than  most  people  in  the  Corn  Belt  can 
appreciate  at  this  time,  but  it  will  become 
clearer  to  them  as  the  surplus  continues 
to  pile  up  in  all  of  the  price-supported 
crops.  It  was  the  chairman  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  and  Democrats  from 
the  South  who  refused  year  after  year  to 
pass  legislation  calling  for  a  sound  pro¬ 
gram  which  would  have  ayoided  the 
feed-grain  surplus  which  is  helping  to 
undermine  corn  and  livestock  economy 
of  the  country.  The  Representatives 
from  the  areas  where  the  basic  crops  of 
wheat,  cotton,  rice,  and  tobacco  have  al¬ 
most  without  exception  received  what 
they  asked  for  in  the  way  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  legislation  that  affected  their 
economy.  It  is  hard  for  the  corn  farmer 
to  understand  why  he  is  singled  out  in 
this  manner,  so  to  speak,  by  inaction — 
is  problems,  through  inaction,  are  be¬ 
ing  ignored  by  Members  of  this  Congress. 

hr  2  years  in  succession  now,  his 
prooiems  have  been  relegated  to  seconc 
or  thn;d  place,  and  for  2  years  the  Hep- 
resent^ves  from  the  Midwest,  the  gr^t- 
'est  foodKoroducing  area  in  the  world, 
have  had  Bheir  basic  problem  postponed 
until  it  was  n?o  late. 

As  evidencXpf  this,  I  cite  th^^ollowing 
record : 

It  is  a  fact  that  the  coyti  legislation 
came  after  the  l^islatioja  dealing  with 
the  drought  area  and  j£\\  of  us  joined 
in  that  move  becaus^we  all,  of  course, 
recognized  it  as  anyemergency.  Then, 
finally  after  sever^weeHa.  the  House  of 
Representatives  mt  to  thevcorn  bill  and 
on  March  13,  19^,  by  reco^  vote  of  188 
yeas  to  217  na^,  defeated  a'Nsimple  bill 
designed  to  permit  corn  fai-m^  to  par¬ 
ticipate  iiyahe  kind  of  progrsto  they 
prefer.  Imis  preference,  Mr.  Speaker, 
was  supported  by  61.5  percent  of  api^xi- 
mately^ 440,000  farmers  voting  in  Ndie 
referendum,  and  in  my  district,  ti 
peix>4nt  was  65.6  percent.  The  recor( 
slviws  that  most  of  the  majority  Mem- 
rs  insisted  that  the  acreage  reserve 
program  of  the  soil  bank  must  also  be 
opened  up  to  grain  sorghums,  barley, 
rye,  oats,  soybeans,  fiax  seed  and  non¬ 
commercial  area  corn,  and  the  House 
refused  to  pass  any  of  those  proposals. 
The  reason,  I  think,  was  quite  obvious — 
it  would  have  cost  the  taxpayers,  by  con¬ 
servative  figures,  at  least  $1  billion  more 
than  the  proposal  that  was  offered  by 
a  very  large  percent  of  the  Representa¬ 
tives  from  the  commercial  corn  areas, 
with  no  real  assurance  of  bringing  re¬ 
lief. 

One  of  the  tragedies  of  this  experience 
in  Congress  is  the  fact  that  for  the  first 
time  almost  in  all  the  history  of  our 
Congress  since  we  have  had  a  farm  block, 
it  was  divided.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
^gii’Niers  today  producing  all  the  foods 
and  fibers  and  representing  only  at  most, 
14  percent  of  the  total  population — 14 
makes  this  situation  tragic. 

This  experience,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my 
opinion,  points  up  more  vividly  than  ever 
the  great  challenge  and  need  for  taking 
the  farm  problem  completely  out  of  par¬ 


tisan  politics.  While  I  recognize,  andy 
all  who  have  ever  had  anything  to 
with  the  farm  question  recognize  toe 
farm  problem  as  one  of  the  most  ^m- 
plex  and  difficult  of  all  our  domestic 
problems,  I  sincerely  feel  that  tM  grav¬ 
ity  of  this  situation  makes  ^  neces¬ 
sary  for  us  to  call  upon  the  ^st  talent 
available  in  Congress  and^t  of  Con¬ 
gress,  Democrats  and  Repi^icans,  farm¬ 
ers,  farm  organizations,^roducers,  and 
consumers,  to  sit  Aovjjil  and  work  out 
some  kind  of  a  progr^  for  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  the  farm  ecraomy.  Ample  food, 
good  food  from  arod  land  use  affords 
high  quality  foojx  and  therefore  better 
health  for  all  /Our  people.  Conserva¬ 
tion  of  our  natural  resources  and  the 
conservation/of  our  soil  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  fooj^  and  fibers  is  the  most  im¬ 
portant  bj&iness  in  the  preservation  and 
prosperj^  of  the  American  people  and 
the  pn^ervation  of  the  American  phi- 
loso^y. 

(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
''permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

[Mr.  FOGARTY’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

[Mr.  FOGARTY’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


FREE  IMPORTATION  OF  GIFTS 
FROM  MEMBERS  OF  THE  ARMED 
FORCES 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6304)  to 
make  pei-manent  the  existing  privilege 
of  free  importation  of  gifts  from  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
^^States  on  duty  abroad,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

le  bill  was  reported  favorably  by 
th^^ommittee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
Trte  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
Mr.NcROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reseiwing 
the  rigntto  object,  do  I  understand  there 
is  a  $50  Imitation? 

*"  Mr.  Mco^ORMACK.  The  gentleman 
is  correct;  ti^at  is  the  same  as  we  have 
done  before. 

Mr.  GROSS\Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reserv^on  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.Xis  there  objection  to 
the  present  considenrtion  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  ooSection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows 
Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  5,  1942,  entitled  “An  ac^^o  accord  free 
entry  to  bona  fide  gifts  from  m^bers  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  St^es  on  duty 
abroad,”  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  tNe  50  App., 
secs.  846  and  847) ,  is  amended  to  reSd  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “That  under  such  regulatlonXas  the 
Secretary  of  the  Ti'easury  shall  prescXbe  so 
much  of  any  shipment  as  does  not  excee^$50 
in  value,  with  such  further  limitation  on>he 
importation  of  alcoholic  beverages  and  ^ 
bacco  products  as  the  Secretary  may  prea 
scribe,  shall  be  admitted  into  the  United 
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reiwrting  to  this  practice  are  not  af- 
fe^d  by  the  State  usury  laws,  since 
techmcally  and  legally  the  discount  has 
not  betoi  held  to  be  an  interest  charge. 

A  demand  has  been  made  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  interest  rate  on  VA  loans  from 
414  to  5  Mrcent.  With  the  discount 
practice  being  followed,  lenders  are  now 
obtaining  neNinterest  yields  of  5  per¬ 
cent  or  more  inVsome  instances  on  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administi^ion  loans.  The  pro¬ 
posals  before  the  Congress  was  that  the 
interest  rate  be  rais^from  4  *4  to  5  per¬ 
cent:  however,  there  was  no  prohibition 
against  discounts  in  ^e  amendment. 
Had  the  amendment  be^  adopted,  the 
veteran  would  be  required  to  pay  the 
higher  rate  of  5  percent  an\  the  lender 
would  be  permitted  to  obtain^  the  dis¬ 
count  points  from  the  builderNsr  seller 
that  he  could  obtain.  The  inteiW  rate 
was  raised  in  December  of  1956  on^HA 
loans  from  ^Vz  to  5  perc»mt. 
Even  with  this  increase,  the  discount 
practice  has  not  disappeared  from  tha 
class  of  loans.  FHA  loans  are  being 
made  today  in  many  parts  of  the  United 
States  at  diScounts  varying  from  3  to  5 
points. 

Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  and  Related  Agen¬ 
cies  Appropriation  Dill,  1S58 

SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  GEORGE  S.  LONG 

OP  LOUISIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  March  27,  1957 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  a  lot  of  you  are 
ready  to  vote.  Well,  I  have  been  here 
all  day  and  I  was  here  nearly  evei-y  other 
day  listening  to  the  debate,  so  surely  you 
can  spare  me  about  4  or  5  minutes.  I  am 
vitally  interested  in  this  subject.  I  have 
vigorously  opposed  this  Mexican  labor 
bill  every  time  there  was  any  ffert  of  it 
on  the  floor,  and  I  expect  to  continue  to 
do  that  vei-y  thing.  Many  say,  “Oh, 
they  pay  the  same  wage  for  this  labor 
as  they  do  for  local  labor.”  That  is  the 
same  as  saying  that  the  veteran  does 
not  pay  the  discount  when  he  buys  a 
home.  I  live  in  a  district  that  uses 
Mexican  labor,  too,  and  am  familiar  with 
how  the  program  operates.  I  live  in  a 
district  where  they  have  been  shipping 
in  Hungarian  labor  also,  and  I  want  to 
talk  about  that,  too,  if  I  have  time.  But, 
this  Mexican  labor  comes  there  and  lives 
in  small  shacks. 

They  arrive  by  the  truckload.  Just  as 
they  ship  in  livestock,  I  have  seen  as 
many  as  30  or  40  packed  into  1  flat-bod¬ 
ied  truck.  They  travel  all  the  way  from 
the  Mexican  border  in  the  trucks  and  un¬ 
load  at  the  farm  of  the  contractor.  Here 


they  are  domiciliated  in  tiny  shacks 
which  amount  to  no  more  than  a  lean-to 
shelter.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  sani¬ 
tation  or  plumbing,  and  what  water  they 
use  they  haul  it  in  barrels.  Many  of 
them  do  not  even  to  bother  to  live  in 
these  shacks  but  simply  bed  down  on  the 
ground  without  any  shelter. 

Customarily  they  have  a  so-called 
foreman  who  is  able  to  speak  some  Eng¬ 
lish,  and  he  is  the  spokesman  for  the 
entire  group.  He  comes  to  an  agreement 
with  the  farmer  and  handles  all  the 
money  or  the  group.  There  is  no  such 
thing  as  wage  standards,  and  no  one 
knows  exactly  what  was  paid  except  the 
farmer  and  the  foreman.  Wage  stand¬ 
ards  and  living  conditions  are  thrown  out 
of  the  window,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  each 
person  making  the  best  deal  possible. 
That  is  the  way  this  program  works  in 
the  Eighth  Congressional  District  and 
the  adjoining  districts  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana. 

In  my  district  there  are  some  large 
plantations,  and  in  other  areas  there  are 
small  farms.  In  the  area  where  the 
small  farms  are  predominant  the  people 
do  some  truck  farming  and  raise  a  small 
amount  of  cotton  or  corn  but  principally 
make  their  living  working  away  from 
home.  A  considerable  source  of  employ¬ 
ment  is  on  the  larger  plantations,  and 
this  category  of  labor  is  being  deprived 
of  the  opportunity  to  work  by  the  im¬ 
portation  of  Mexican  labor.  The  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  Eighth  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Louisiana  perform  an  honest 
day’s  work  and  in  turn  expect  to  be  paid 
a  fair  and  prevailing  wage. 

We  are  all  proud  of  the  living  stand¬ 
ards  and  conditions  in  our  counti-y,  and 
these  conditions  are  made  possible  only 
by  payment  of  a  fair-  wage  scale.  The 
entire  balance  is  upset  when  cheap  for¬ 
eign  labor  is  imported  at  the  expense  of 
many  for  the  benefit  of  a  few. 

Apart  from  the  displacement  of  local 
labor,  I  object  to  the  morals  of  these  im¬ 
ported  Mexican  laborers.  My  experience 
with  them  has  been  limited,  but  it  is  obvi¬ 
ous  that  law-enforcement  officers  en¬ 
counter  a  problem  when  the  Mexican  la¬ 
borers  are  in  any  given  vicinity.  One 
was  understood  to  make  this  reply  upon 
learning  that  he  would  spend  some  time 
in  jail  for  theft,  “So  what,  it’s  O.  K. 
with  me;  I  will  get  three  meals  and  a 
place  to  sleep.” 

Let  us  not  misunderstand  this  thing. 
I  am  in  support  of  knocking  out  the  $2.5 
million  or  any  other  amount  for  the  im¬ 
portation  of  Mexican  labor  or  other  for¬ 
eign  labor  that  comes  here  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  local  labor.  If  you  want  to 
vote  for  those  few  who  hire  this  labor 
under  contract  for  little  or  nothing,  then 
vote  for  it,  but  do  not  be  misled. 

In  the  little  city  of  Pineville,  La., 
which  has  less  than  10,000  population, 
there  are  about  15  Hungarians  who  have 
displaced  15  local  citizens  in  jobs  within 
the  creosote  and  other  plants. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Before  any  of  this 
labor  can  come  into  this  country  there 
must  be  a  certification  that  local  labor 


is  not  sufBcient  to  take  care  of  the  needs 
in  the  area. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  program  does  not 
always  work  as  intended.  In  my  area 
I  see  evei-y  day  during  the  cotton-picking 
season,  the  farming  season,  literally  hun¬ 
dreds  of  good  American  boys  walking  the 
streets  begging  for  jobs  while  the  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  does  the  work. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Let  me  tell  you  what 
they  do  in  trying  to  get  local  labor.  They 
preach  the  need  for  labor  from  the  pulpit. 
They  ask  for  this  labor  in  every  conceiv¬ 
able  manner  to  do  this  work. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  telling  you  of  my 
experience  with  this  program.  I  live 
among  these  people  in  my  district  and  I 
know  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  How  many  of  those 
Mexicans  who  worked  in  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  district  were  convicted  of  thiev¬ 
ery?  We  have  not  experienced  too  much 
difficulty  from  these  people.  They  are 
peaceful  and  largely  law  abiding. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  have  no  way  of  knowing 
how  many  of  the  Mexican  contract  la¬ 
borers  have  been  convicted  of  thievery 
but  I  do  know  that  in ’©very  locality  where 
contract  labor  is  used  there  are  com¬ 
plaints  and  law  enforcement  oflBcers  are 
kept  busy  in  seeing  that  these  laborers 
behave  themselves. 

We  want  to  practice  a  little  economy, 
and  we  want  to  keep  the  Govei-nment  out 
of  private  business.  We  want  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  quit  interfering  with  the 
farmers  and  other  people  who  have  busi¬ 
ness  to  transact.  I  believe  this  is  a  very 
good  place  to  begin.  Stop  the  wetbacks 
from  coming  into  this  country  and  if  we 
do  not  have  a  treaty  to  back  it  up,  let  us 
make  one. 


Adequate  Safeguards  in  Tariff  and  Trade 
Legislation 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  RICHARD  M.  SIMPSON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  March  28,  1957 

SIMPSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Spea^r,  in  many  instances  the  voice  of 
our  pe^le  first  expresses  itself  in  the 
decision\of  our  various  State  Legisla¬ 
tures.  A\ecent  action  by  the  General 
Assembly  of^he  Commonwealth  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  a  particularly  timely  and  im¬ 
portant  examj^  of  this  phenomenon. 

Recognizing  tlte  many  serious  dangers 
to  the  welfare  ok  American  labor  and 
industry  resulting  ^om  rising  trends  in 
imports  of  foreign  pr^ucts,  the  general 
assembly  has  approveOka  resolution  me- 
jmorializing  Congress  toWovide  adequate 
I  safeguards  for  the  legitinVte  interests  of 
millions  of  our  citizens  by^dopting  ap- 
Ipropriate  trade  and  tariflfSdegislation. 
j  There  is  no  question  in  my^^n  mind 
but  that  it  is  absolutely  essentiW  to  the 
health  of  our  Nation’s  economy^^*  the 
1  Congress  to  give  serious  attention  rqthis 
vital  problem.  In  adopting  this  resWu- 
jtion  by  a  near  unanimous  voice  vote^pf 
Iboth  houses,  the  assembly  has  rendere 
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a  gi'At  service  to  the  citizens  of  Penn- 
sylvan^and  of  the  Nation. 

The  r^olution  as  approved  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  \ 

Senate  Conctment  Resolution  Memorializ¬ 
ing  Congee^  To  Provide  Adequate  Safe¬ 
guards  IN  Tariff  and  Trade  Legislation 

The  increased  Ninportatlon  of  numerous 
products  that  come  Into  competition  with 
the  output  of  factories,  farms,  and  mines  of 
Pennsylvania,  replac^g  the  products  of 
Pennsylvania’s  industr^s,  is  a  constant 
menace  to  the  State’s  continuing  economic 
stability.  \ 

The  lower  wages  paid  abrt^d  make  it  im¬ 
possible  for  many  of  our  srnS|ller  and  med¬ 
ium-sized  producers  to  comp^e  with  im¬ 
ports  without  resorting  to  rU^ous  price 
cutting,  which  in  turn  would  r^lt  either 
in  financial  losses  or  heavy  pressuresfor  wage 
reductions  and  outright  unemployment. 

Our  national  obligations  have  r^ched 
such  extreme  proportions  that  the  national 
income  must  be  maintained  at  its  pre^nt 
unprecedented  high  level,  or  close  there' 
lest  we  become  insolvent. 

Unemployment  caused  by  the  imports  of 
residual  oil,  which  represented  3.43  times 
the  average  of  45  million  barrels  Imported 
in  1946,  to  approximately  154  million  barrels 
in  1956,  or  the  yearly  equivalent  of  36,640,- 
OOO  tons  of  coal;  and  unemployment  caused 
by  Imports  of  crude  oil;  various  types  of 
glass,  steel,  aluminum,  brass  and  zinc  prod¬ 
ucts:  pottery  and  chinaware;  granite,  tiles, 
cement,  hardboard,  plywood,  hardware, 
plumbing,  fiat  glass,  and  other  building  sup¬ 
plies,  lace,  carpets,  and  all  kinds  of  woolen, 
cotton,  and  synthetic  fiber  manufactured 
goods;  leather  and  fabric  gloves;  bicycles; 
hydraulic  turbines;  machine  tools  and  other 
machinery:  heavy  electrical  equipment  and 
other  electrical  Industry  products  and  elec¬ 
tronics;  watches,  clocks,  and  parts;  optical 
Industry  products;  cutlery:  scientific  ap¬ 
paratus:  i>enclls  and  pens;  pins,  clips,  and 
fasteners;  soft  fiber;  Insulation  board  and 
manufactured  cork  products;  chemicals; 
toys:  mushrooms;  farm,  dairy  and  dried  milk 
products;  wallpaper;  hats  and  millinery; 
printing  industry  products:  ladies  hand  bags 
and  leather  goods;  nails,  wire,  screws,  bolts, 
and  nuts,  and  many  other  commodities;  will 
render  the  upholding  of  the  economy  at 
Its  high  levels  most  uncertain  and  dlflicult 
unless  all  import  trade  is  placed  on  a  fair 
competitive  basis  and  the  potential  Injury 
therefrom  thus  eliminated. 

Agricultural  products  such  as  wheat,  wheats 
flour,  cotton,  butter,  cheese,  and  peanuts'', 
enjoy  the  protection  of  import  quotas. 

A  maximum  of  satisfactory  trade  results 
from  a  prosperous  domestic  economy;’ freed 
from  the  threat  of  a  breakdown  result!]  ^ 
from  unfair  import  competition;  Theref< 
be  it 

Resolved  (the  house  of  representatives 
concurring).  That  the  General  Assembly  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  mem- 
orlialize  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
to  provide  adequate  safeguards  tariff  and 
trade  legislation,  including  Infport  quotas 
and  an  effective  prohibition  a^inst  dumping 
of  Imports  in  the  United  St^es;  against  the 
destruction  or  lowering  jot  our  American 
standard  of  living,  the  lajfor  standard  of  our 
workmen,  and  the  stability  of  our  economy 
by  unfair  Import  conypetition  and  that  the 
existing  trade  ag^ments  legislation  be 
amended  accordingly;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That/wpies  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  .the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  ^cretary  of  State,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Trea/ury,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
the  SecreJ^ry  of  Labor,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  Chairman  of  the  United  States 
Tariff  0ommlssion,  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
Representatives  and  each  Senator  and 
Representative  from  Pennsylvania  in  the 
ij^hgress  of  the  United  States. 


School-Aid  Extravagance 


sure— 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  WILLIAM  M.  McCULLOCH 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  March  28, 1957 

Mr.  McCULLOCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  un¬ 
der  leave  to  extend  my  remarks  in  the 
Record,  I  include  the  following; 
School-Aid  Extravagance  —  Congressman 

Bow  Reveals  What  Happens  in  Federally 

Supported  Schools 

(By  Raymond  Moley) 

In  his  pleas  for  Federal  aid  for  school 
construction.  Including  his  not  very  success¬ 
ful  controversy  with  the  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  United  States  over  the  validity 
of  the  administration’s  figures  on  the  need. 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
Folsom  gives  every  assurance  that  Uncle  Sam 
will  just  give  the  money  and  look  the  other 
^ay  so  far  as  spending  is  concerned.  In 
lort,  the  impression  is  given  that  there 
will  be  no  Federal  control  of  schools.  But 
isn\  such  control  inevitable,  considering 
the  iVhy  hands  of  Washington  bureaucrats? 
WouldNnot  the  Federal  Government  be  unde^ 
an  obligl(tion  to  be  responsible  for  the 
to  the  States  in  this  case?  ’Thus  the  ad: 
Istratlon  caught  in  a  serious  dile: 

It  must  assure — perhaps  should  a^„.- 
Congress  that'U  will  see  that  the  m^ey  ap¬ 
propriated  is  'providently  spent. /And  it 
must,  so  far  as  i^e  political  ex^ncies  are 
concerned,  assure  ihe  States  that  it  will  not 
interfere  with  the\pperation/and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  schools; 

Also  Involved  in  tl 
the  established  fact  tlJi 
local  agencies  are  .spend, 
they  are  more  cijfeful 
than  when  they  ar/  speni 
money.  That  is  odious. 

Secretary  ^olsona  takes  greafr'mains  also— 
both  in  hi^^stat^ent  before  theilouse  com¬ 
mittee  i^uisld^ng  the  subject,  ^d  in  his 
letter  td  the ^Chamber  of  Commer^  of  the 
United  Stai^ — to  claim  that  while  tM  Fed- 
era^^kGoveDfiment  for  some  years  has\been 
giving  hundreds  of  millions  for  the  \pn- 
^tructiM  and  maintenance  of  schoolsNln 
tareas Overburdened  because  of  Federal  de 
fenO  installations  and  other  Federal  actlv-, 
Ities,  it  has  not  exercised  any  control  over 
t)fe  expenditures  of  those  funds. 

According  to  the  revelations  to  the  House 
by  a  very  useful  Member,  Congressman 
Frank  T.  Bow,  of  Ohio,  somebody  ought  to 
be  supervising  such  gifts  because  of  evi¬ 
dence  of  wanton  extravagance.  The  Con¬ 
gressman’s  interest  was  aroused  because  of 
the  refusal  of  the  school  board  of  Arling¬ 
ton  County,  Va.,  to  make  public  the  details 
of  its  budget  for  1957-58. 

It  appears  that  because  of  the  great  Fed¬ 
eral  burden  on  Arlington  County,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  paid  about  10  percent  of 
the  costs  of  the  schools  there,  both  for 
maintenance  and  construction. 

Upon  investigation.  Congressman  Bow 
turned  up  some  very  interesting  items. 
There  is  in  the  budget,  he  says,  $6,000  to 
pay  expenses  of  employees  to  conventions 
and  for  training  courses  at  schools.  ’Those 
attending  these  conventions,  whose  expenses 
the  Nation’s  taxpayers  are  thus  paying,  then 
pass  ringing  resolutions  in  favor  of  Federal 
aid. 

Of  course,  there  are  many  items  in  school 
maintenance  and  construction  other  than 
the  classrooms  that  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  are  talking  about  so  much.  There 
are  incidentals  such  as  school  bands.  There 
are  requested  in  Arlington  "several  sousa- 
phones  at  costs  ranging  from  $700  to  $850,” 


and  also  a  harp  at  $1,500,  and  4  pianos  at 
$500  each.  The  children  of  the  Federal 
bureaucrats  living  in  Arlington  will  thus/ 
be  amply  supplied  the  means  if  not  t^ 
reality  of  music. 

But  the  abuse  of  those  musical  liy^ru- 
ments  must  be  something  frlghtfu/  For 
there  is  an  item  of  $1,900  for  piano/!uning. 
Congressman  Bow  found  that  a  ^<y6d  piano 
tuning  job  can  be  done  for  a  lAn-Govern- 
ment-owned  piano  for  $8.50..Vji7ius  there 
must  be  224  pianos  already  ^/Arlington  in 
44  schools.  Strange  that  should  need 

any  more — that  is,  pianos,y 

A  ping-pong  table  is  needed  at  $50.  This 
seems  high.  ’There  are^.-also  items  of  fur¬ 
niture  for  tearooms  im-some  schools.  Chil¬ 
dren,  according  to  ^cretary  Folsom,  are 
crowded  in  unfit,  ^sanitary  schools,  but 
teachers  must  ha./e  their  tea,  perhaps  so 
that  they  can  b^t  stand  the  horrible  sight 
of  crowded  ch^ren. 

’This  delineation  of  what  a  school  seems 
to  need  the^  days  makes  it  clear  that  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  is  /ot  merely  to  provide  good,  com¬ 
fortable  rboms  and  desks  and  blackboards 
where  ^ildren  may  learn  the  three  R’s. 
There  inust  be  fringe  benefits.  Or  are  they 
/  benefits? 


Water  Diversion  and  the  Seaway 


vmole  question  is 
^when  State  and 
their  own  money 
aVpid  extravagance 
ig  everybody’s 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

KON.  ROBERT  P.  GRIFFIN 

OP  MICHIGAN 

IN  ’THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  March  28,  1957 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.  R.  2 
and  companion  bills,  if  enacted,  would 
permit  diversion  of  great  amounts  of  ad¬ 
ditional  water  from  the  Great  Lakes  at 
Chicago.  Recently  I  registered  with  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House 
my  vigorous  objection  to  such  proposed 
legislation. 

While  I  am  concerned  with  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  valuable  and  vested  property 
rights  belonging  to  thousands  of  Lake 
Michigan  real-estate  owners  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  I  would  like  also  to  focus  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  Congress  upon  the  tremendous 
stake  and  interest  which  the  Federal 
(^Government,  as  a  whole,  and  all  the  tax- 
^yers  of  the  Nation,  have  in  this  matter. 

protection  of  a  huge  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  should  certainly  be  important  in 
thes^ays  when  the  Members,  as  well  as 
their  \onstituents,  are  economy  con¬ 
scious. 

To  dat^Congress  has  already  author¬ 
ized  $105  i^illion  toward  this  country’s 
share  of  d^eloping  the  St.  Lawrence 
seaway. 

A  bill  has  beefti^troduced  in  the  House 
in  this  session  seeing  authorization  of 
an  additional  $3^million,  which  will 
make  the  total  cosviQf  this  vast  project 
$140  million. 

The  purpose  of  the  9^  Lawrence  sea¬ 
way  development,  of  com^,  is  to  enable 
deeper  draft  oceangoing  \essels  to  use 
the  Great  Lake  ports. 

The  legislation  proposed  Mo  divert 
Great  Lakes  water  is  workinKdirectly 
contrary  to,  and  at  cross-purposl^  with, 
the  seaway  project. 

Cargo  ships  presently  are  oper^ing 
within  an  inch  of  the  bottom  of  \he 
Great  Lakes  in  some  areas.  The  e\ 
dence  is  clear  that  even  a  so-called  tem^ 
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HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATION’S.  Continued  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEliJ  appropriation  bill 

for  1958  (pp,  4203-22).  Rejected,  71  to  94,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hiestand  to 
reduce  from  $5,000,000  to  $3,000,000  funds  for  grants  to  States  for  rural 
library  services  (pp.  4210-22).  On  a  point  of  order  language  was  stricken 
from  the  bill  to  permit  unused  allotments  to  States  for  vocational  education 
to  be  reapportio^d  among  other  States  (pp.  4209-10).  _ _ 

The  Approp^ations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H. R.  6500,  the 

D.  C.  appropi^^tion  bill  for  1958  (H.  Rept.  288).  p.  4203 

Rep.  Bpwnson  discussed  the  results  of  a  newspaper  poll  relative  to  where 
cuts  should  be  made  in  the  budget,  pp.  4223-24 

2.  WHEAT,  ^ep.  McGovern  urged  the  President  to  sign  H.R.  323,  to  conti^e  increased 

allotj<(ents  for  durum  wheat,  "in  spite  of  reports  that  the  Department  \f  Agri- 
culjauve  is  opposed  to  the  bill."  pp.  4202-03 

3.  PieJREIGN  AID.  Rep,  Sadlak  spoke  in  favor  of  economic  aid  to  Poland  without 
further  delay,  p.  4203 


2 


4.\lATURAL  RESOURCES.  Received  a  Utah  Legislature  memorial  urging  the  Presidei 
ind  Congress  to  assert  their  constitutional  authority  in  the  conservation^nd 
development  of  land  and  water  resources,  p,  4229 


5.  ORGAInXZATION;  MANAGEMENT.  Received  an  Ind.  Kiwanis  Club  petition  in  si^port 
of  congressional  consideration  of  the  report  of  the  Second  Hoover  Commission, 
p.  4221 


6.-  LEGISLATIVfi\  PROGRAM,  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  Consent  C^endar  will 
be  called  tbday  and  that  the  military  land  withdrawals  bill  wil^^  be  con¬ 
sidered  laterv  in  the  week,  pp.  4222-23 

LI  Mon, ,  Apr.  1.  p. 


7.  ADJOURNED  until 


9. 


4228 


SENATE 


8.  COTTON.  Passed  without  amendment ,  S,  812,  to  freeze 
long  staple  cotton  at  ^5%  of  parity.  Sen,  Ellender 
the  bill  and  inserted  S^retary  Benson's  report  of 
bill.  pp.  4251-2  \ 

INSECT  CONTROL.  Passed  with^t 
Act  to  include  new  plant  pest 
ment  before  the  committee  in  s 


ice  supports  for  extra- 
plained  the  purpose  of 
r.  15  in  support  of  the^ 


amendment  S,  1442^;  to  amend  the  1944  Organic 
Sen,  Ellender /Inserted  Dr,  Clarkson's  state- 
port  of  the  bAl.  pp,  4252-3 


10. 


FORESTS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  44\  to  authorize  the  exchange  of  certain  lands 
in  the  Apache  National  Forest,  wit^paymes^t  to  the  Government  for  excess 
values.  Sen.  Ellender  inserted  Und^  Secretary  Morse's  report  of  Mar.  14 
in  support  of  the  bill.  pp.  4253-4  V/ 

Sen.  Morse  questioned  whether  S,/T629,  to  authorize  the  transfer  of  an 
agricultural  research  station  operated  imder  lease  from  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  and  engaged  in  the  grwth  ofXforests  on  desert  land,  met  the 
"Morse  formula"  of  payment  of  507. /of  the  m^ket  value  for  property  conveyed 
from  the  United  States,  p.  4295/ 


11. 


AREA  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen,  Revercomb  spoke  in  favoi?  E  S,  1433,  the  area  assist-/  j 
ance  bill  to  encourage  new  iri^stries  in  areas  unemployment,  and  inserted 
a  statement  favoring  such  programs,  pp.  4261-2 


12. 


FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  CC^ODITIES,  Sen.  Humphrey  ur^d  quick  passage  of 
S.  1314,  to  extend  Publrc  Law  480.  He  pointed  to  the  yalue  of  the  export 
market,  especially  to  ^certain  products,  and  the  importance  of  the  program  in 
our  foreign  policy.  /Sen.  Long  urged  appointment  of  an  e^editer  to  aid  in 
execution  of  the  program.  Sen.  Humphrey  agreed  and  urged^reater  use  of 
private  traders  u^er  the  program.  He  inserted  correspondfeKpe  between  himself 
and  the  Department  of  State,  and  this  Department,  on  the  sal^of  surplus 
rice.  Sen.  Sch^ppel  pointed  to  "the  shortcomings  of  the  executive  depart¬ 
ments  in  the  administration  of  the  act  concerning  the  refusal  b\  our  govern¬ 
ment  to  take /Valuable  material  in  return  for  some  of  our  surplus  ^commodities," 
(pp,  4268-9^  Sen.  Humphrey  agreed  and  inserted  an  article,  by  Ch^ter 
Bowles,  the  place  of  Poland,  and  two  other  articles  on  Poland's 
negotia^ons  with  the  United  States  for  agricultural  products.  He  utged 
sharing  of  our  food  abundance  to  strengthen  the  Polish  movement  towar) 
freed^  and  independence,  and  inserted  an  editorial  favoring  prompt  an( 
ade^ate  help  for  Poland.  Sen,  Long  urged  greater  attention  to  obtainiii)[ 
3n/"honest  exchange  of  currencies"  in  our  sale  of  food  abroad,  and  greate^ 
atftention  to  possible  abuses  in  the  sale  of  goods  in  foreign  countries. 

(p.  4272).  pp.  4262-72 
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expense  of  the  taxpayer.  Under  this 
h,  farmers  would  be  using  a  portion  if 
noK.  all  of  their  diverted  acres  up  to  a 
majhmum  of  60  acres  for  durum  wheat 
instep  of  for  barley  and  flax  that  would 
doubtl^  And  its  way  into  the  bins  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

I  strong  urge  in  the  interest  of  a 
more  stable Vgricultiure  and  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  econoimst  that  the  administration 
sign  this  measus^e  that  has  won  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  both  th^House  and  the  Senate. 

ECONOMIC  AI£\T0  POLAND 

(Mr.  SADLAK  aske^and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  semarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SADLAK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
seriously  concerned  over  thK  delay  in 
reaching  some  conclusive  unden^anding 
on  Poland’s  request  for  economicVaid. 

Negotiations  between  the  represrata- 
tives  of  Poland  and  our  State  De^rt- 
ment  have  apparently  bogged  down 
most  to  a  standstill  at  a  time  when  Po' 
land  desperately  pleads  for  help.  She 
needs  medicines.  She  needs  food.  She 
needs  immediate  financial  assistance  if, 
she  is  to  succeed  in  keeping  the  costly 
gains  that  she  has  made  in  her  fight  for 
freedom. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  if 
Poland  is  to  be  helped  at  all,  she  should 
receive  the  help  when  it  is  most  needed 
and  when  it  could  be  used  to  best  ad¬ 
vantage. 

I  read  with  great  interest  the  edi¬ 
torial  which  appeared  today  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post,  commenting  on  the  serious¬ 
ness  of  the  situation,  and  it  was  my  in¬ 
tention  to  insert  the  article  entitled  “The 
Price  of  Too  Little,’’  with  these  remarks. 
However,  my  colleague  and  friend,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  Mr.  Gordon  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  had  been  recognized  by  the  Speak¬ 
er  while  I  sought  recognition  for  the 
same  purpose  at  the  same  time,  and  I 
therefore  agree  with  the  insertion  of  the 
article  and  urge  its  reading  by  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRC 
ATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  RABAUT,  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  repojrted  thrill  (H.  R. 
6500)  making  appropriaCldns  for  the  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  District  of/Uolumbia  and 
other  activities  chargea^  in  whole  or  in 
part  against  the  revenues  against  said; 
District  for  the  fisca*  year  ending  June; 
30,  1958,  and  for  p<her  purposes  (Rept. : 
No.  288) ,  which  ^s  read  a  first  and  sec-  i 
ond  time,  andj^ith  the  accompanying; 
papers,  ref err^  to  the  Committee  of  the  \ 
Whole  Hou^ on  the  State  of  the  Union  ’ 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  LAciD  reserved  all  points  of  order! 
on  the  Jnll. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE  i 

Ir.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  ai 
5oint  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  pres-, 

'  ent.  j 

'The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 


Mr.  BOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  33] 


Alger 

Fountain 

Magnuson 

Anderson, 

Frelinghuysen 

Mahon 

Mont. 

Fulton 

May 

Andresen, 

Green.  Pa. 

Morano 

August  H. 

Gregory 

Morrison 

Anfuso 

Gwlnn 

PhUbin 

Asplnall 

Hays,  Ohio 

Poage 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Healey 

PoweU 

Bentley 

Henderson 

Prouty 

Bowler 

Hill 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Boykin 

Hillings 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Bray 

Holifield 

Riehlman 

Burleson 

Holtzman 

Rivers 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Ikard 

Roberts 

Carrlgg 

Jackson 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Chudoff 

James 

St.  George 

Coad 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Scherer 

Collier 

Jones,  Mo. 

Seely-Brown 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Sieminski 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kitchin 

Vorys 

Dies 

Kluczynski 

Williams,  Miss. 

Diggs 

Lennon 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Dollinger 

McCarthy 

Wright 

Fascell 

Fino 

McConnell 

Machrowlcz 

Zelenko  j 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcal^355 
fembers  have  answered  to  their  pames, 
a  worum. 

b\  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  wer^mispensed 
with. 

DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the^tate  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with 
Mr.  Forand  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had 
read  down  to  and  including  line  7,  page 
13,  of  the  bill.  If  there  are  no  further 
amendments  at  this  point,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Ways  and  Means 
which  had  the  responsibility  for  writing 
the  fiscal  provisions  of  the  Highway  Act 
of  last  year  I  think  I  would  be  neglecting 
my  duty  to  the  Members  of  this  great 
body  if  I  did  not  call  their  attention  to 
a  provision  in  this  bill  which  has  now 
come  to  my  attention.  I  rise  to  chal¬ 
lenge  that  part  of  the  pending  bill  which 
would  provide  funds  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  of 
the  Department  of  Labor.  Specifically, 
I  refer  to  lines  9, 10,  11,  and  12  on  page  3 


!of  the  pending  bill,  which  would  provide 
i$365,000  or  one-sixth  of  the  total  funds 
;  covered  by  the  bill  for  salaries  and  ex- 
;penses  in  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  of 
ithe  Department  of  Labor. 

If  you  will  refer  to  page  3  of  the  bill 
inow  before  us  you  will  find  under  the 
I  heading  “Salaries  and  expenses’’  the 
'following: 

I  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the 
[Solicitor,  $2,225,000,  together  with  not  to 
exceed  $365,000  to  be  derived  from  the  high- 
:  way  trust  fund  created  by  section  209  of  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956. 

i  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that  this  com- 
|pletely  and  totally  violates  every  concept 
of  the  highway  trust  fund.  The  high¬ 
way  trust  fund  was  created  by  this  body 
in  order  to  assure  the  motoring  public 
of  our  country  that  the  billions  of  dol- 
ilars  collected  from  highway  users  would 
be  devoted  to  the  purpose  of  construct¬ 
ing  highways. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  had  heard  for 
many  years,  particularly  those  of  us  who 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  complaint  after  complaint  after 
complaint  about  the  diversion  of  funds 
collected  from  highway  users,  to  other 
purposes.  So  in  order  to  assure  the  tax- 
paying  motoring  public  that  we  would 
build  highways  out  of  the  funds  derived 
^rom  the  taxes  that  they  paid  to  use  those 
highways,  we  created  a  trust  fund.  We 
set  it  up  with  a  group  of  trustees.  We 
specifically  dedicated  a  certain  group  of 
taxes  for  that  fund.  The  law  creating 
that  trust  fund  is  very  specific  and,  if  I 
may  take  a  minute,  I  should  like  to  read 
from  the  basic  act  creating  the  highway 
trust  fund. 

Section  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue 
Act  of  1956  established  and  provides  for 
the  highway  trust  fund.  Section  209 
(f)  provides  for  the  expenditmes  which 
can  be  made  from  the  trust  fund  in  the 
following  language  here  pertinent: 

(f)  Expenditures  from  trust  fund: 

( 1 )  Federal-aid  highway  program : 
Amounts  in  the  trust  fund  shall  be  avail¬ 
able,  as  provided  by  appropriation  acts,  for 
making  expenditures  after  June  30,  1956, 
and  before  July  1,  1972,  to  meet  those  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States  heretofore  or 
hereafter  incurred  under  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amended, 
and  supplemented,  which  are  attributable  to 
pederal-aid  highways  (including  those  por¬ 
tions  of  general  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  payable  from 
such  appropriations). 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  report: 

Both  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  contain  the  following  language  under 
subsection  (f)  ; 

“SuBSEC.  (f).  Subsection  (f)  relates  to  ex- 
penditiires  which  may  be  made  from  the 
trust  fund.  Paragraph  (1)  provides  that 
amounts  in  the  trust  fund  shall  be  avail¬ 
able,  as  provided  by  appropriation  acts,  for 
making  expenditures  during  the  period  July 
1,  1956,  to  June  30,  1972,  Inclusive,  to  meet 
those  obligations  of  the  United  States  in¬ 
curred,  either  before  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  the  bill,  under  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  which  are  attributable  to  Federal-aid 
highways.  The  expenditures  referred  to  are 
those  which  normally  have  been  paid  out  of 
the  appropriation  entitled  ‘Federal -Aid 
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Highways,  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce.’  ” 

The  only  agency  in  the  entire  Federal 
system  which  is  mentioned  specifically 
for  administrative  purposes  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  trust  fimd  is  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  and  properly  so;  but  in 
order  that  there  might  not  be  any  con¬ 
ceivable  mistake  about  this  language  we 
went  further.  We  spelled  out  in  the  re¬ 
port  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  was 
the  only  agency  eligible  for  the  use  of 
these  trust  funds. 

I  was  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
which  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  re¬ 
porting  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  recommendations  for  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  President’s  highway 
program.  I  know  that  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
thought  that  we  were  providing  for  the 
levying  of  taxes  for  the  construction  of 
roads  and  not  to  provide  funds  for  the 
general  administrative  expenses  of  every 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government. 
This  is  made  plain  by  the  language  con¬ 
tained  in  the  committee  reports  of  both 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  wherein  we 
stated  the  expenditures  referred  to  are 
those  which  normally  have  been  paid  out^, 
of  the  appropriations  entitled  “Federal- 
Aid  Highways,  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
Commerce.”  By  this  language  I  think 
we  of  the  committees  involved  and  of  the 
Congress  defined  specifically  what  type 
of  expenditures  we  thought  should  be 
appropriated  for  out  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Trust  Fund. 

I  can  only  suppose  that  the  $365,000 
in  issue  is  intended  to  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  implementing  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  as  it  applies  to  the  Federal 
highway  program.  But  let  me  remind 
you  that  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  was  en¬ 
acted  into  law  in  the  early  1930’s.  Since 
that  time  we  in  this  Congress  have  pro¬ 
vided  that  its  provisions  were  to  apply  to 
many  projects,  yet  never  have  we  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  funds  necessary  for  ad¬ 
ministering  this  Davis-Bacon  Act  with 
respect  to  specific  projects  were  to  be 
provided  out  of  any  other  fund  than  the 
appropriation  of  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  itself.  Why  now  can  it  be  thought 
that  the  Congress  intended  to  make 
taxes  levied  for  the  purpose  of  building 
roads  available  to  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  for  the  administration  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act? 

I  tell  the  Members  of  the  House  that 
we  have  here  a  precedent  which,  if  we 
are  not  careful,  will  open  up  the  highway 
trust  fund  to  every  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  can  conservedly  make  the 
assertion  that  it  has  some  function  to 
perform  incidental  to  the  construction 
of  roads.  If  we  are  not  careful  we  will 
place  ourselves  in  a  position  where  the 
bulk  of  the  trust^fund  will  be  utilized 
for  other  purposes  than  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  roads. 

Let  me  make  this  point.  Amounts  ap¬ 
propriated  '  from  the  highway  trust 
fund  do  not  appear  in  the  President’s 
budget.  They  are  amounts  set  aside, 
apart  from  the  usual  departmental  ap¬ 
propriations  and  requests.  By  permit¬ 


ting  the  fund  to  be  utilized  for  purposes 
such  as  contemplated  in  the  pending  bill, 
are  we  not  letting  control  over  the  Fed¬ 
eral  buget  slip  further  and  further  away 
from  us?  I  submit  that  we  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  a  duty  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  to  see  that  the  trust  fund  remains 
intact — that  the  taxes  which  we  levied 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  roads  will 
remain  available  for  that  purpose. 
The  taxes  which  v;e  in  the  Congress  pro¬ 
vided  should  be  paid  into  the  trust  fund 
are  benefit  taxes  that  are  levied  upon 
products  directly  connected  with  the  use 
of  the  Federal  highways.  They  should 
be  spent  for  the  purpose  of  constructing- 
roads. 

Let  us  see  -What  we  are  doing  here. 
The  Department  of  Labor  says  they  need 
$365,000  out  of  the  trust  fund  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  Davis-Bacon  provisions  in 
the  Highway  Act.  The  Solicitor  for  the 
Department  of  Labor  submitted  a  memo¬ 
randum  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  a  memorandum  of  law  a  copy  of 
which  I  will  make  a  part  of  the  Record. 
That  memorandum  of  law  makes  no 
reference  whatsoever  to  the  basic  legisla¬ 
tion,  namely,  the  Highway  Act  of  1956. 
It  notes  the  fact  that,  the  only  specific 
agency  of  the  Government  authorized  to 
receive  these  appropriations  is  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads.  It  says  that  the 
power  is  implied;  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
from  the  report  which  I  have  read  and 
from  the  law  which  I  have  read  the 
power  is  not  only  not  implied  but  it  is 
specifically  prohibited  to  this  Depart¬ 
ment  or  any  other  department  of  the 
Government. 

Let  us  see  what  happens  if  we  do  this. 
I  have  no  complaint  about  the  fact  that 
the  Department  of  Labor  may  conceiv¬ 
ably  need  more  funds  to  administer  these 
provisions.  I  have  no  complaint  about 
the  provisions.  But  if  the  Department  of 
Labor  is  able  to  come  in  and  take  $365,000 
out  of  this  fund,  then  by  the  same  token 
the  Treasury  Department  ought  to  be 
able  to  come  in  and  take  seven  or  eight 
or  nine  or  ten  million  dollars  for  the  cost 
of  collecting  these  taxes.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  which  has  worked  in 
close  collaboration  with  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  should  have  some  author¬ 
ity  for  its  out-of-pocket  expenditures. 
The  Department  of  Justice  in  the  event 
of  lawsuits  could  very  well  say,  “Well, 
now,  we  are  entitled  to  compensation 
out  of  the  highway  trust  fund.”  And  so 
you  would  go  on  ad  infinitum  into  every 
agency  of  this  Government,  and  sooner 
or  later  you  would  ultimately  destroy 
the  concept  of  the  Highway  Tnist  Fund 
and  you  would  be  doing  something  which 
is  completely  and  entirely  contrary  to 
what  this  Congress  intended  when  it 
passed  that  Act  last  year. 

Referring  to  this  item  of  $365,000,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  beginning  with 
the  start  of  the  Federal  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  The  Department  of  Labor  has 
made  439  unduplicated  determinations 
under  section  115  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956.  This  is  a  small 
percentage  of  the  total  number  of  de¬ 
terminations  made  by  the  Department 
in  can-ying  out  its  functioning  under  all 
Davis-Bacon  provisions  for  the  compar¬ 
able  period.  The  Department  made  164 


modifications  of  existing  determinations 
in  connection  with  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  Compare  the  appropriation  of 
$300,000  out  of  the  trust  fund  made  in 
the  Supplemental  Appropriation  bill  of 
last  summer  for  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor,  Oflice  of  the  Solicitor,  with  the 
$184,500  appropriation  for  all  legal  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  Department  of  Public 
Roads,  the  agency  charged  primarily 
with  planning,  letting  contracts,  con- 
s;tructing  and  supeiwising  the  Federal 
highway  system.  Approximately  14,500 
determination  were  made  by  the  Labor 
Department  from  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  1957  to  date  in  connection 
with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  Thus,  the 
Federal  highway  determinations  under 
Davis-Bacon  constituted  only  about  5 
percent  of  the  total  determinations 
made.  Nevertheless,  the  $365,000  which 
would  be  provided  by  this  bill  consti¬ 
tutes  more  than  17  percent  of  the  total 
funds  provided  by  the  bill  for  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

Incidentally  this  one  phase  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  operation  amounts  to  about 
one-sixth  of  the  entire  appropriation  for 
the  solicitor’s  office  in  the  Department 
of  Labor.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  a  ques¬ 
tion  about  this  item.  Is  that  $365,000 
charged  to  the  budget  estimates  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  it  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  total  since  it  is  out  of  a 
trust  fund. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Well,  now,  do  you  see 
the  significance  of  that  my  colleagues. 
You  can  come  in  and  by  this  sort  of 
action  obtain  funds  out  of  the  highway 
trust  fund.  They  are  not  even  account¬ 
able  on  the  estimates  submitted  by  the 
President  and  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  because  this  is  a  separate  item 
just  as  the  social-security  trust  fund  is 
a  separate  item.  If  the  Department  of 
Labor  can  come  in  and  get  $365,000  from 
this  fund  and  other  departments  can 
come  in  and  make  the  same  kind  of  case, 
and  I  firmly  believe  that  some  of  them 
can  make  a  much  stronger  case  than 
the  Department  of  Labor  can,  for  in¬ 
stance,  the  Treasury  Depai*tment  which 
collects  all  these  taxes,  then  they  have 
a  very  convenient  device  not  only  for 
obtaining  funds  where  they  should  not 
be  obtaining  them,  but  also  circumvent¬ 
ing  the  budget  estimates  submitted  to  the 
Congress.  I  see  my  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mai-yland  [Mr.  Fallon]  on 
his  feet.  The  gentleman  wrote  the  fun¬ 
damental  provisions  of  this  act.  Does 
the  gentleman  want  me  to  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Yes.  I  was  going  to 
ask  for  time  to  propound  a  question  of 
the  gentleman,  but  I  will  ask  it  now. 
Do  you  know  of  any  other  construction 
fund  such  as  the  hospital  construction 
fund  and  the  airport  construction  fund? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection. 
It  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  FALLON.  Does  the  gentleman, 
know  of  any  other  construction  fund 
where  any  bills  are  paid  out  of  the  funds 
of  two  other  agencies  for  the  work  that 
they  might  do,  that  is  connected  with 
construction,  such  as  the  building  of  hos¬ 
pitals  and  the  civil  works  programs  as 
contracted  for  by  the  Army  engineers, 
or  Federal  aid  to  airports,  and  all  of 
them  come  within  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
As  I  say,  does  the  gentleman  know 
whether  any  money  was  taken  out  of  the 
construction  fund  to  pay  for  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  No,  quite  the  contrary. 
There  is  no  such  provision.  In  addition 
to  that,  with  reference  to  all  these  other 
items  of  which  the  gentleman  speaks,  you 
do  not  have  the  rather  sacred  situation 
that  these  funds  are  in,  because  these 
funds  are  separated  into  a  trust  fund, 
and  it  was  done  that  way  specifically  so 
that  this  very  thing  could  not  happen. 
So  far  as  I  know  there  is  positively  no 
precedent  for  it. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Did  we  not  in  all  of 
our  hearings  before  your  committee  and 
our  committee  promise  the  people  who 
are  the  users  of  these  highways  and  who 
are  going  to  pay  these  taxes  that  every 
dollar  would  be  used  for  construction? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Yes,  we  did.  That  was 
one  of  the  principal  arguments  for  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  FALLON.  And  did  we  not  hit  the 
States  at  the  same  time  in  the  hearings 
for  diverting  money  that  was  collected 
from  the  highway  users  and  using  the 
money  in  other  departments  of  the  State, 
and  do  we  not  have  in  the  law  now  a 
provision  that  we  can  penalize  any  State 
that  might  divert  money  which  was  col¬ 
lected  for  highway  construction  pur¬ 
poses? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  We  certainly  have. 
You  wrote  a  specific  penalty  in  the  law. 
You  wrote  a  specific  prohibition  against 
the  diversion  of  these  funds. 

Mr.  FALLON.  And  that  is  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  we  would  penalize  a  State  that 
had  diverted  funds. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Exactly. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  realize  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  answered  this  question,  but  I 
would  like  to  get  a  clearer  answer.  With 
reference  to  this  $365,000  does  that  go 
into  the  total  amount  of  the  requested 
budget  or  is  it  outside  of  that? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  It  is  outside  of  it.  It 
is  $2,225,000  plus  $365,000  in  question. 

Mr.  HALEY.  So  by  this  device,  if  the 
Congress  lets  it  stand,  any  department 
that  is  in  existence  could"come  in  here 
and  divert  that  fund  without  even  put¬ 
ting  it  into  the  total  amount  of  the 
budget. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Let  me  give  you  an 
example  in  dollars  and  cents.  Let  us 
just  say  that  a  department  comes  in  and 
submits  a  budget  request  for  $10  million. 
They  can  get  the  $10  million  plus  X 
number  of  dollars  from  the  highway 
trust  fund  which  would  never  show  in  the 
$10  million. 

Mr.  HALEY.  And  there  is  no  way  the 
Congress  can  make  them  accountable  to 


the  Congress  for  that  money.  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  was  listening 
when  the  gentleman  asked  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  whether  or  not  this 
was  included  in  the  budget  estimate.  I 
did  not  get  the  chairman’s  answer,  and 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  Record  will 
disclose  his  answer.  What  does  the 
gentleman  understand  his  answer  to  be? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  My  recollection  is  that 
the  chairman  said  no,  it  was  not  in¬ 
cluded. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Is  that 
the  answer  of  the  subcommittee? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  That  is  my  recollection 
of  his  answer.  Is  that  correct? 

Ml’.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
will  make  it  clear? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  What  is  that? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Was  this 
within  the  budget  estimate? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  When  I  was  asked 
that  question  I  said  “No.”  If  I  can  be 
any  clearer  than  that  I  do  not  know  how. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  It  is  clear 
now.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
another  question.  Would  the  gentleman 
have  any  objection  to  going  back  and 
having  this  stricken  out  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  That  is  what  I  hope  we 
can  do,  and  I  would  hope  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  would  give  his 
consent. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  can  answer  the 
gentleman  now :  You  are  hoping  in  vain. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  am  not  surprised.  I 
can  say  to  the  gentleman  that  it  is  my 
intention  to  alert  the  other  body  as  to 
what  is  going  on  here,  and  I  think  this 
will  come  out  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  this  require¬ 
ment  of  $365,000  would  not  exist  except 
for  the  highway-construction  program? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  In  the  first  place  I  doubt 
seriously  if  $365,000  should  be  required 
to  publish  wage  scales  that  are  known 
to  everybody. 

In  the  second  place,  the  same  argu¬ 
ment  can  be  made  toward  every  other 
department  of  Government.  That  is  no 
reason  to  violate  the  law. 

I  would  like  to  insert  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  the  memorandum  relied  upon 
by  the  subcommittee  to  support  the  item 
in  question: 

Memorandum  of  Law 

A  question  has  been  raised  as  to  whether 
appropriations  for  carrying  out  the  Secretary 
of  Labor’s  functions  under  section  115  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  may 
be  charged  to  the  Highway  Trust  F\ind  cre¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  209  of  the  act. 

A  study  and  analysis  of  the  legal  problems 
raised  by  this  question  indicate  that  appro¬ 
priations  for  carrying  out  the  Secretary’s 
functions  can  be  charged  to  the  trust  fund. 
This  conclusion  is  based  on  the  following 
considerations : 

1.  Section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  act  provides 
that  amounts  in  the  fund  shall  be  available 
for  making  expenditures  to  meet  those  obli¬ 
gations  incurred  under  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  “which 
are  attributable  to  Federal-aid  highways  (in¬ 
cluding  those  portions  of  general  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  payable  from  euch  appropriations) .” 


Clearly,  the  expense  of  issuing  prevailing 
wage  determinations  under  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  for  work  performed  on  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  attributable  to  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way,  The  Comptroller  General  has  held 
(29  Comp.  Gen.  507)  that  where  an  appro¬ 
priation  is  made  for  a  particular  object,  “by 
implication  it  confers  authority  to  incur  ex¬ 
penses  necessaryK>r  incident  to  proper  execu¬ 
tion  of  object.”  To  the  same  effect,  see  vol¬ 
ume  30,  Decisions  of  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral,  page  205.1 

2.  The  act  specifically  refers  to  general 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  payable  from  such  [Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act]  appropriations,  as  being 
Included  in  those  expenses  which  may  be 
chargeable  to  the  fund.  The  Department  of 
Commerce  Appropriation  Act  for  fiscal  1956 
contains  little  information  with  respect  to 
this  matter.  It  merely  refers  to  general  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  as  necessary  expenses 
of  administration.  Likewise,  neither  the 
House  nor  Senate  Appropriation  Subcommit¬ 
tee  report  goes  into  this  question  in  any 
detail.  However,  the  hearings  of  the  House 
subcommittee  contains  a  breakdown  on  the 
estimated  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  fiscal  1956  show¬ 
ing  that  it  covers  personal  services  (1,925 
positions),  travel,  transportation,  communi¬ 
cation,  rents,  printing  and  reproduction, 
supplies  and  materials,  equipment,  grants, 
and  taxes.  All  of  these  estimated  expenses 
dealt  with  the  Federal -aid  highway  program. 

It  is  thus  apparent  that  when  Congress, 
in  enacting  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956  referred  to  general  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  which 
might  be  chargeable  to  the  trust  fund  it  was 
aware  of  the  fact  that  these  expenses  were 
numerous  and  varied.  It  can  be  reasonably 
and  logically  assumed  that  it  intended  a 
broad  use  of  the  fund  for  other  purposes,  in¬ 
cluding  those  relating  to  the  determination 
of  prevailing  wages  under  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act.  This  conclusion  is  further  supported  by 
the  language  in  section  209  (g)  regarding 
expenditures  which  will  be  required  “as  a 
result  of”  the  apportionment  to  the  States 
of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  construction  of  highways. 

3.  Other  sections  of  the  act  expressly  au¬ 
thorizing  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  spe¬ 
cific  purposes  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  act  do  not  in  terms  refer  to  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  purpose  of  predetermining  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  rates  under  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act.  It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  Con¬ 
gress  intended  that  appropriations  for  this 
function  were  impliedly  authorized  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund. 

With  respect  to  the  general  authority  to 
charge  appropriations  to  special  funds,  it 
should  be  noted  that  the  second  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill  of  the  Department 
for  the  present  year  appropriates  from  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Fund  for  Vet¬ 
erans  funds  for  the  payment  of  salaries  and 
expenses  of  every  bureau  in  the  Department. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  we  return  to  page  3,  lines  9  to 
12,  for  the  pui’pose  of  offering  an  amend¬ 
ment. 


1  In  conducting  research  in  connection 
with  the  preparation  of  this  memorandum, 
the  decisions  of  the  Comptroller  General 
from  1926  to  the  present  date  were  searched. 
In  addition,  the  OfiSce  of  the  Comptroller 
General  was  contacted  to  obtain  information 
with  respect  to  any  pertinent  unpublished 
decisions.  Due  to  time  limitations,  how¬ 
ever,  the  decisions  of  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  prior  to  1926  were  not  checked. 


4206 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


March  29 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  just  made  a  very  fine 
speech  and  I  think  he  deserves  a  lot  of 
credit  for  getting  the  highway  construc¬ 
tion  bill  enacted  into  law.  I  remember 
his  remarks  on  the  bill  and  his  leadership 
in  getting  that  bill  enacted  into  law. 

We  had  no  reason  to  think  there  was 
any  question  of  the  basic  authorization 
for  this  appropriation.  We  had  a  ruling 
from  the  Solicitor’s  Office  that  it  was 
part  and  parcel  of  the  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program  and  that  there  was  author¬ 
ity  to  appropriate  from  the  fund.  This 
is  the  first  time  anyone  has  questioned 
that. 

This  is  not  anything  new  as  far  as  pay¬ 
ing  administrative  costs  out  of  trust 
funds  is  concerned.  All  the  way  through 
our  bill  we  have  done  so  for  years.  If 
you  will  look  at  our  report  in  the  last 
pages  you  will  see  where  we  have  allowed 
the  Social  Security  Administrator  $240,- 
000  out  of  the  OASI  trust  fund  for  the 
salaries  and  expenses  of  his  office.  In 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  we  have  al¬ 
lowed  $260,000  in  salaries  and  expenses 
out  of  the  OASI  trust  fund.  In  the  Office 
of  Field  Administration  we  have  allowed 
$700,000  out  of  OASI  trust  fund.  In  the 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel  we  have 
allowed  $425,000  out  of  the  OASI  trust 
fund  for  the  administration  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Then,  getting  back  to  the  statement 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
regarding  the  payment  of  administrative 
expenses  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund, 
you  will  have  following  this  "bill  in  the 
next  week  or  two  in  the  Department  of 
Commerce  appropriation  bill  an  item  of 
about  $16  million  out  of  this  same  trust 
fund  for  administrative  expenses  of  that 
Department.  To  me  that  is  just  about 
the  same.  You  have  to  use  about  the 
same  reasoning.  You  have  $18  million 
for  the  Department  of  Commerce  that 
you  are  taking  out  of  the  trust  fund  for 
the  administration  of  this  program. 
When  you  wrote  in  by  a  majority  vote 
on  the  fioor  of  this  House  that  the  Davis- 
Bacon  provisions  would  apply  to  the 
highway  program,  I  think  that  makes  it 
part  and  parcel  of  the  overall  program. 
I  think  that  we  had  a  perfect  right  to 
expect  that  that  would  be  enfoi’ced  and, 
since  it  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  overall 
program,  I  do  not  see  why  it  should  not 
be  financed  like  the  rest  of  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses. 

May  I  give  one  more  example  of  con¬ 
struction?  The  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land  asked  the  question  if  this  type  of 
financing  appeared  in  any  other  con¬ 
struction  program.  It  does  in  the  school- 
construction  program  for  federally  im¬ 
pacted  areas.  We  took  out  of  that  fund 
$800,000  plus  this  year  for  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Agency  for  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  construction  of  these  school 
buildings.  That  is  a  pretty  good  exam¬ 
ple.  Now,  if  I  can  give  you  1  or  2  other 


examples.  The  Solicitor’s  Office  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  gets  an  annual  authoi’ization  to 
use  funds  from  the  food  and  drug  trust 
fund  and  has  for  many  years.  The  whole 
administrative  expense  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security,  and  even  the  cost 
of  collection  of  this  tax  is  taken  from  the 
unemployment  compensation  fund.  The 
gbntleman  said  the  Treasury  Department 
could  make  an  excellent  case  with  regard 
to  the  highway  trust  fund.  It  may  be  a 
better  case  to  get  the  administrative 
costs  of  collecting  these  taxes  out  of  the 
trust  fund  than  out  of  the  general  funds 
of  the  Treasury.  I  think  maybe  they 
should.  It  would  save  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  some  money  because  the  whole 
administrative  expense  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security,  and  even  the  col¬ 
lection  costs  of  the  Ti'easury  Department, 
are  paid  out  of  that  special  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  fund  which  is  put  up 
by  the  employers  of  the  country. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  The  gentleman  referred 
to  the  Social  Security  Board  which  by 
law  is  authorized  to  administer  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Act.  The  gentleman  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
when  that  appropriation  will  come  be¬ 
fore  us.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
is  specifically  authorized  in  the  act  to 
receive  funds  for  administering  this  law 
out  of  the  trust  fund.  The  very  terms  of 
the  act  prohibit  any  other  agency  from 
getting  these  funds.  The  memorandums 
submitted  by  the  Solicitor  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  I  submit,  is  weak 
and  it  makes  no  valid  case  for  this  ap- 
,  propriation.  It  ignores  the  basic  act, 
the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956,  and 
the  legislative  history  of  H.  R.  10660  in 
the  84th  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Fogarty),  he  was  allowed 
to  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  still  does  not 
answer  the  question.  I  am  not  here  as 
a  lawyer.  I  am  not  a  good  judge  as 
far  as  points  of  order  or  anything  of 
that  kind  are  concerned.  The  only  thing 
I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  clear  up  a  little 
bit  the  situation,  if  I  can.  Maybe  I  can¬ 
not.  I  am  just  giving  you  the  advice 
that  was  given  to  us  in  these  hearings 
when  we  discussed  fhis  part  of  the  bill. 

Let  me  say  further  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  this  is  not  the  first  time 
that  this  has  appeared  in  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  I  .think  in  a  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  last  year,  immediartely 
after  the  passage  of  this  highway  bill, 
there  was  an  item  of  $300,000  for  the 
same  purpose.  It  passed  both  Houses  and 
there  were  not  any  objections  raised  at 
that  time.  So,  as  a  consequence,  we  did 
not  again  raise  the  question  of  legality 
because  we  had  every  reason  to  think  it 
had  been  settled  to  everyone’s  satisfac¬ 
tion.  The  memorandums  of  law  that  we 
received  from  the  Solicitor  last  year 
seemed  pretty  definite.  May  I  read  the 
No.  1  section  that  he  gave  to  us? 


He  said: 

Section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  act  provides  that 
amounts  in  the  fund  shall  be  available  for 
making  expenditures  to  meet  those  obliga¬ 
tions  incurred  under  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  as  amended  and  supplemented  which 
are  attributable  to  Federal-aid  highways 
(including  those  portions  of  general  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  payable  by  such  appropriations) . 

With  that  kind  of  wording  in  the 
memorandum  given  to  us  by  the  Solic¬ 
itor  we  thought,  of  course,  they  could 
be  taken  out  of  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  The  gentleman  read  a 
moment  ago  the  very  language  that  is  in 
the  bill  which  limits  these  items  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  I  have  no  com¬ 
plaint  about  the  Davis-Bacon  provision. 
I  realize  that  they  are  entitled  to  funds 
for  their  administration,  but  they  are  not 
-entitled  to  come  in  here  and  get  them. 
This  was  a  trust  fund,  and  by  the  same 
token,  the  Treasvny  Department,  which 
has  the  responsibility  of  collecting  all 
these  taxes — and  it  Is  a  grave  responsi¬ 
bility — would  be  entitled  to  millions  of 
dollars. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Maybe  they  should 
get  it.  Maybe  the  expenses  of  collecting 
those  taxes  should  come  out  of  this 
highway  fund. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  But  this  is  still  a  gov¬ 
ernment  of  laws. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  hope  it  is.  And  this 
circumvents  the  law  pure  and  sipiple. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  is  your  word 
against  the  solicitor’s.  I  do  not  know 
who  is  right.  I  presume  the  gentleman 
is  a  lawyer. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  am,  sir. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Well,  it  is  one  lawyer 
against  another.  I  am  not.  I  am  in 
the  middle  here. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  We  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  would  have  been 
glad  to  supply  assistance.  They  were 
looking  for  an  easy  touch  here  and  found 
it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  in  the  middle 
here.  The  Solicitor  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  says  clearly  that  the  expense 
under  the  Davis-Bacon  work  performed 
on  the  Interstate  System  is  “attributable 
to  Federal-aid  highways.” 

Mr.  B(XJGS.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
solicitor  asked  for  it  last  year  when  it 
got  over  to  the.  Senate.  That  is  how 
this  business  got  in  there.  He  asked  for 
$1  million;  can  you  believe  it,  he  said  he 
needed^l  million  to  administer  this  pro¬ 
vision,  and  the  committee  gave  him 
$500,000.  Then  it  came  back  over  here 
in  conference,  and  you  gentlemen  cut  it 
down  to  $300,000. 

It  should  not  be  the  responsibility  of 
those  who  have  to  write  the  basic  laws 
to  check  on  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  We  expect  you  to  follow  the 
law. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  the  first  place,  they 
requested  $500,000  in  the  supplemental 
last  year  which  went  to  the  other  body 
where  it  was  cut  to  $300,000  and  we 
agreed  to  that  figure  in  conference. 

Now,  with  regard  to  following  the  law, 
we  are  following  the  law  as  interpreted  by 
those  who  are  supposed  to  know  what 
is  in  the  law. 
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Mr.  BOGGS.  If  you  want  to,  we  will 
give  you  a  chance  to  correct  it  here. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
point  of  order.  I  demand  the  regular 
order.  The  Committee  is  not  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  What  was  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  point  of  order? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  point  of  order  is 
that  we  are  not  discussing  the  bill. 
There  is  a  unanimous-consent  request 
pending,  and  the  regular  order  is,  as  I 
understand,  that  we  proceed  to  read  the 
bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  sneld? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  as 
soon  as  this  bill  becomes  law,  the  one 
that  we  have  before  us,  that  that  super¬ 
sedes  any  provision  that  might  be  in  the 
other  bill?  It  supersedes  the  highway 
construction  law.  The  last  law  is  the  one 
that  governs. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  If  that  is  true,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  admitting  that  you  are  legislat¬ 
ing  in  an  appropriation  bill,  which  is  in 
direct  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  House. 

Mr.  TABER.  If  the  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  his  opinion  as  against  the  Solic¬ 
itor’s. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  it  is  against  the  rule  to  legislate 
in  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  but 
you  do  it  all  the  time.  I  agree  with 
that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  I  demand  the  regular  order. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

FREEDMEN’S  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  operation  and  maintenance,  includ¬ 
ing  repairs:  furnishing,  repairing,  and  clean¬ 
ing  of  wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in 
the  performance  of  their  official  duties; 
transfer  of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses,  Howard  University”  for 
salaries  of  technical  and  professional  per¬ 
sonnel  detailed  to  the  hospital:  payments  to 
the  appropriation  of  Howard  University  for 
actual  cost  of  heat,  light,  and  power  fur¬ 
nished  by  such  university;  $3  million;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  Intern  or  resident  physician 
receiving  compensation  from  this  appropria^ 
tion  on  a  full-time,  basis  shall  receive  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  form  of  wages  or  salary 
from  any  other  appropriation  in  this  title: 
Provided  further.  That  the  District  of 
Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freedmen’s 
Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  re¬ 
quest,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  such  amount  as  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis 
of  rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  for  the  care  of  patients  certified  by 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered  by 
the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such 
calculations  shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or 
certification  in  advance  of  payment;  but 
proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have 
been  paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such 
calculations  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  each 
quarter :  Provided  further.  That  the  Surgeon 
General  may  delegate  the  responsibilities 
imposed  upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 


Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  very 
briefly  to  give  a  report  to  the  member¬ 
ship  as  to  House  action  to  date  on  the 
budget  which  was  submitted  to  us  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  last  few  days  we  have  had  a 
number  of  comments  on  the  floor  that  we 
should  follow  our  leader;  that  we  should 
support  the  budget  for  these  two  depart¬ 
ments  in  its  entirety ;  that  we  should  not 
cut  any  items  in  this  bill.  Now,  this  is 
what  has  happened  to  date  with  the 
President’s  budget  requests. 

The  Treasury  and  Post  Office  bill  went 
through  the  House,  and  it  was  reduced 
under  the  budget  $80,364,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  2  percent.  The  Department  of 
Interior  bill  went  through  the  House — 
and  all  of  these  bills  passed  without  ob¬ 
jection  from  either  side — and  was  re¬ 
duced  $60,794,000,  a  reduction  of  11.8 
percent. 

General  governmental  matters  bill 
went  through  with  a  reduction  of  $4,- 
900,500,  or  23.4  percent  under  the  budget 
estimate. 

The  independent  offices  bill  was  re¬ 
duced  by  the  House  $537,993,300  under 
the  budget  estimate,  a  reduction  of  9 
percent. 

The  bill  we  now  have  before  us  re¬ 
duced  the  budget  estimate  $118,774,700,  a 
reduction  of  4  percent,  as  reported  to  the 
House  by  the  committee. 

If  we  take  all  those  figures  and  do 
,not  add  any  of  the  cuts  which  have  been 
made  in  this  bill  now  pending  before 
us,  as  of  this  date  we  have  reduced  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1958 
by  $802,826,500,  or  an  overall  reduction 
of  6  percent.  And  we  have  not  gotten 
into  the  big  spending  bills  yet. 

I  think  that  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  is  making  a  very  splendid  record. 
I  hope  that  we  can  continue  that  rec¬ 
ord.  This  bill  before  us  has  been  cut 
far  less  than  most  of  the  bills  which 
have  gone  through  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Personally  I  see  nothing  sacred  in  the 
President’s  budget.  I  think  it  is  up  to 
him  only  to  suggest  to  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  how  we  should  spend 
the  people’s  money.  I  am  happy  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  responsibility  which  I  feel  is 
mine,  a  responsibility  which  is  on  each 
Member,  to  act  on  this  budget  as  we  see 
fit.  I  do  not  think  there  should  be  any¬ 
thing  sacred  about  this  bill  or  any  other 
bill.  It  is  our  responsibility  as  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  determine  how  their  money 
should  be  spent.  I  think  we  have  made 
a  very  excellent  record  to  date  in  cut¬ 
ting  the  budget  by  $802,826,500  and  I 
hope  that  we  shall  continue  cutting  so 
that  we  may  restore  a  little  bit  of  sanity 
to  the  fiscal  policy  of  the  United  States 
Government. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Two  hundred  and 
seven  million  dollars  was  cut  from  the 
Veterans’  Administration  insurance  and 


compensation  payments;  $76  million  was 
cut  from  old-age  assistance  grants.  Does 
the  gentleman  believe  that  they  were  real 
or  paper  cuts?  That  is  a  total  of  $276 
million  out  of  the  $802  million  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  mentioned. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  think  there  are  a 
number  of  paper  cuts,  and  they  are  fre¬ 
quently  referred  to  here  on  the  floor  as 
phony  cuts.  In  this  particular  bill  as 
reported  to  the  House,  there  is  $99  mil¬ 
lion  of  a  claimed  $118  million  saving  that 
is  also  in  that  category.  But  I  do  know 
that  the  action  which  the  House  has 
taken  here  in  the  last  3  days  in  most  in¬ 
stances  was  aimed  at  making  actual  and 
not  phony  reductions. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  going  to  dis¬ 
agree  with  the  amounts  mentioned  by 
my  friend  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]  but 
once  again  I  wish  you  would  listen  to 
this.  As  far  as  this  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  we  cut  this  budget  overall  by 
about  4  percent,  from  a  total  of  over  $2,- 
900,000,000. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  on  that  spe¬ 
cific  point? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Is  it  not  true  that  $99 
million  of  the  $118  million  reduction  the 
gentleman  claims  in  this  bill  is  in  the 
category  mentioned  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Canfield]? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes.  But  we  think 
that  that  reduction  will  stand  up.  For 
instance,  we  made  the  reduction  of  $79 
million  in  public  assistance,  because  the 
President  asked  for  $2,500,000  to  train 
personnel  in  the  public-assistance  field 
and  he  requested  in  this  budget  $2,- 
080,000  for  a  cooperative  research  pi'o- 
gram  in  the  field  of  public  assistance, 
both  of  which  we  thought  would  tend 
to  reduce  the  public-assistance  load.  And 
we  had  reason  to  believe  the  amendments 
to  the  Social  Security  Act  that  most  of 
us  voted  for  a  year  ago,  the  liberalization 
of  that  act,  we  had  reason  to  believe 
that  would  reduce  the  number  of  people 
on  public  assistance.  As  I  said  before, 
if  we  get  into  a  recession  or  a  depression 
in  the  next  year,  then  we  will  have  to 
come  back  with  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation.  If  more  men  and  women  are 
on  public-assistance  rolls,  we  will  have 
to  come  back  and  match  those  grants 
the  States  have  because  that  is  on  a 
strictly  matching  basis  laid  down  by  law 
and  there  is  nothing  we  can  do  about  it. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  A  year  ago  we  made  a 
similar  cut  in  the  public-assistance  pro¬ 
gram.  I  cannot  remember  the  figures, 
but  that  would  have  carried  them  if  it 
had  not  been  for  the  additional  legis¬ 
lation  which  raised  the  rate. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  correct. 
When  the  Social  Security  Act  was  lib¬ 
eralized  back  in  1948  or  1949, 1  have  for¬ 
gotten  which  year,  we  reduced  the  pub¬ 
lic-assistance  grants  at  that  time  by  $50 
million.  We  thought  we  might  have 
been  going  too  far.  The  Senate  at  that 
time  reduced  it  an  additional  $100  mil- 
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lion,  which  made  the  total  reduction 
$150  million,  and  it  turned  out  that  that 
was  all  they  needed.  So  we  have  evei-y 
reason  in  the  world  to  believe  it  may 
stand;  but  maybe  it  will  not,  under  the 
conditions  I  have  given  you. 

The  thing  that  makes  these  depart-' 
ments  diflBcult  to  cut,  and  the  President 
himself  has  used  these  figures,  is  that 
91  percent  of  this  appropriation  for  the 
Department  of  Labor  is  in  the  area  of, 
grant-in-aid  programs,  like  grants  to 
States  for  unemployment  compensation, 
which  is  not  anything  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury  at  all.  So  when  you  cut  that 
appropriation  by  $12  million-some-odd- 
thousand  the  other  day  you  were  not  de¬ 
creasing  the  Federal  outlay  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  one  dime,  not  a  nickel.  And  when 
you  passed  the  amendment  taking  away 
$1,500,000  for  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  for  Federal  employees,  you  were  not 
cutting  a  dime  that  would  come  from  the 
general  funds  of  the  Treasury. 

So,  as  I  said  yesterday,  after  3  days 
on  the  Department  of  Labor  appropria¬ 
tion,  you  say  that  you  cut  $15  million. 
You  actually,  as  far^  as  the  Treasury  is 
concerned,  cut  only  about  $1,300,000, 
and  let  us  make  no  mistake  about  it. 

The  point  I  did  want  to  make  is  that 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  91  percent 
of  these  appropriations  are  State-aid 
programs,  and  the  majority  of  it  is  un¬ 
employment  compensation,  that  fund 
which  has  been  paid  into  by  the  em¬ 
ployers  of  this  country. 

The  other  big  one  is  unemployment 
compensation  for  veterans  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  and  the  employees’  compensa¬ 
tion  fund. 

So  we  had  an  area  of  only  9  percent 
to  operate  in  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 

In  the  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
field,  where  we  are  now,  91  percent  of 
this  $2 1/2 -billion  figure  is  tied  down  by 
legislation,  by  commitments  we  have 
made  to  the  people.  $1,600  million  is  for 
public  assistance,  and  I  do  not  believe 
anybody  is  going  to  cut  that  any  fur- 
them  than  we  have.  We  cannot  do  any¬ 
thing  about  that.  In  addition,  7.5  per¬ 
cent  is  for  expenditures  in  the  field  of 
public  health.  I  do  not  think  you  want 
to  cut  public  health.  So  that  leaves  us 
in  this  $2-billion  field  an  area  of  1.5 
pei'cent  to  cut.  Does  the  gentleman  dis¬ 
agree  with  me  on  those  figures? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  disagree  with  the 
gentleman.  I  think  the  figures  show 
that  approximately  64  percent  of  this  bill 
would  be  in  the  category*  to  which  the 
gentleman  refers. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  it  is  91  percent. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  That  is  the  figure  given 
to  me  by  the  committee  staff. 

Mr.  TOGARTY.  Well,  we  are  talking 
about  two  different  things.  You  are  in¬ 
cluding  only  those  items  where  there  is  a 
legal  requirement  that  we  appropriate 
funds.  I  was  including  the  total  of  the 
grant  items,  all  of  which  are  set  up  by 
basic  legislation  passed  by  Congress  and, 
to  my  way  of  thinking,  we  certainly  have 
a  moral  obligation  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
grams  as  we  told  the  people  we  were  go¬ 
ing  to  when  we  passed  the  legislation. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  The  gentleman  keeps 
making  a  distinction  which  I  cannot 


quite  undei’stand.  He  keeps  saying  that 
we  are  not  saving  anything  because 
these  are  funds  that  belong  in  a  trust 
fund  and  they  are  funds  paid  in  by  an 
employer  or  an  employee  or  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  both.  But,  we  are  saving  the 
money — what  difference  does  it  make  if 
somebody  paid  it,  into  what  fund  it  went? 
They  are  all  taxpayers  and  the  amounts 
are  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  does  not  come  out 
of  the  Federal  Treasury  at  all.  When 
we  speak  about  reducing  the  budget  we 
are  talking  about  reducing  the  budget  so 
far  as  it  affects  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Suppose  it  is  coming  out 
of  the  Ti'easury  and  then  going  into  a 
different  categoiT  than  what  you  are 
talking  about. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Not  any  more.  The 
Reed  Act  changed  that  a  couple  of  years 
ago.  That  is  not  the  same  system  that 
we  were  under  at  all.  Anything  that  is 
paid  in  now  over  $200  million,  I  believe 
the  figure  is,  goes  back  to  the  States, 
because  it  does  not  belong  to  you  and  it 
does  not  belong  to  me.  It  belongs  to  the 
people  who  have  paid  it  in  to  provide 
unemployment  compensation  for  these 
people  who  are  out  of  work.  We  only 
administer  the  fund.  That  is  the  only 
control  we  have  over  it.  It  is  not  a  drain 
on  the  Federal  Treasury  at  all.  That  is 
the  point  I  make. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Let  us  consider  my  own 
State  of  Idaho  as  a  specific  example. 
The  gentleman  is  talking  about  the  un¬ 
employment  compensation  fund.  Mj» 
State,  when  I  checked  some  time  back, 
had  enough  in  that  fund  to  operate  in 
depression  times  for  a  period  of  about 
19  years,  but  my  State  of  Idaho  cannot 
get  a  nickel  of  the  excess  it  paid  in  for 
years. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  are  getting  it 
now  under  the  Reed  Act  which  you 
passed  a  year  or  two  ago.  When  you 
arrive  at  this  balance  of  $200  million — 
and  that  balance  has  been  reached,  then 
all  these  payments  go  back  to  the  States 
and  your  State  too  is  now  receiving  pay¬ 
ments.  The  gentleman  knows  I  am  right 
in  making  that  statement. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  may  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury  was  making  about  $60  million  a  year 
on  this  fund.  That  $60  million  is,  from 
now  on,  going  to  be  distributed  back 
to  the  States  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Reed  bill. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Of  course,  it  will  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  to  the  States  in  the  event  that 
sufficient  savings  are  built  up  to  reach 
the  provisions  called  for  in  the  Reed  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  has  already  been 
built  up  that  far. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  But,  regardless  of  that, 
I  still  do  not  follow  the  gentleman  when 
he  says  that  these  funds  do  not  amount 
to  anything  because  they  are  in  some 


special  category.  The  people  pay  it  into 
the  Treasury — the  employers  and  the 
employees.  Why  should  we  be  more  reck¬ 
less  with  their  expenditures  than  we  are 
with  other  money?  I  do  not  see  the  dis¬ 
tinction. 

.  Mr.  FOGARTY.  When  you  voted  to 
cut  down  this  fund,  the  other  day  for 
grants  to  States  for  imemployment  com¬ 
pensation,  you  are  penalizing  those 
States  and  at  the  same  time  you  are 
not  allowing  them  to  do  a  good  job  of 
administration.  We  found  fault  with 
the  administration  of  the  program  in 
one  of  the  States  a  few  years  ago  be¬ 
cause  of  a  bad  situation  regarding  fraud¬ 
ulent  claims.  We  gave  them  more  money 
a  couple  of  years  ago  to  straighten  that 
situation  out.  When  you  cut  back  this 
amount  the  day  before  yesterday,  you 
are  inviting  the  same  condition  to  pre¬ 
vail  in  other  States.  I  see  some  Mem- 
bei's  shaking  their  heads.  But  you  are 
doing  exactly  that.  That  is  what  you 
did  when  you  cut  back  on  this  fund. 
These  States  want  these  funds  and  it 
belongs  to  them.  It  does  not  belong  to 
you.  You  did  not  pay  into  it  and  neither 
did  I.  I  am  not  contributing  to  that 
fund  and  neither  are  you.  It  is  the  em¬ 
ployers  of  these  people  who  are  paying 
into  the  fund.  The  State  certainly  ought 
to  be  given  the  privilege  of  administer¬ 
ing  this  fund  in  a  fair  and  honest  man¬ 
ner.  That  is  what  you  should  allow 
them  to  do  if  you  want  to  help  the  em¬ 
ployees. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  the  attention  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island.  When  the  two 
gentlemen  who  are  on  the  subcommittee 
disagree  so  drastically  as  they  just  have, 
I  wonder  if  the  gentlemen — this  bill  will 
not  come  up  as  I  understand  it  for  final 
vote  on  the  amendments  until  Tuesday — 
would  it  be  possible  to  give  us  some  kind 
of  a  memorandum  telling  just  why  when 
an  amendment  is  offered  to  cut  an  item 
in  the  bill  and  adopted  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  opposes  the  amendment  on  the 
ground,  he  says,  that  it  does  not  make 
any  real  reduction,  its  adoption  does  not 
cut  the  budget?  Why  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  take  that  position,  make  that  argu¬ 
ment?  It  was  may  thought  that  reduc¬ 
ing  an  item  in  the  bill  brought  about  a 
reduction  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  the  first  place,  I  do 
not  know  whether  we  are  going  to  get  to 
vote  on  this  on  Tuesday,  Wednesday, 
Thm'sday,  or  Friday. 

Mr.  HOFIman.  Well,  the  informa¬ 
tion  is  sought  for  tomorrow  or  before 
Monday. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  At  the  rate  we  are 
going  now  it  may  be  a  week  from  Mon¬ 
day. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Where  the  expendi¬ 
ture  comes  out  of  a  trust  fund  I  can 
understand  that  a  reduction  in  an 
amount  carried  in  the  bill  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  reduce  a  tax,  it  does  nevertheless, 
reduce  the  amount  carried  in  the  bill. 

That  is  all  beside  the  issue  raised  now 
by  me. 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  And  we  may  have  a 
week  of  rollcalls  by  the  time  we  arrive 
at  that  point. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  understand  that:  I 
have  heard  that  4  or  5  times.  I  have  no 
objection.  Care  not  at  all  how  many 
rollcalls  are  demanded. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Then  everybody  will 
be  on  notice  that  we  are  going  to  have 
it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  am  not  seeking  that 
information:  I  am  just  completely  lost 
as  to  the  gentleman’s  reasons  for  pos¬ 
ing  these  amendments,  the  ones  to  which 
the  gentleman  referred,  when  adopted — 
as  not  reducing  the  budget. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  I  said  yesterday, 
I  hope  to  be  able  just  prior  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee’s  rising  just  after  it  has  finished 
the  bill  under  the  5-minute  rule,  to  put 
in  a  statement  with  reference  to  the 
amendments  that  have  been  adopted, 
what  they  will  do,  and  also  announce  to 
the  membership  the  number  of  amend¬ 
ments  on  which  we  are  going  to  ask  a 
rollcall  vote.  My  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Ander¬ 
sen]  yesterday  said  he  was  going  to  in¬ 
sist  on  a  rollcall  on  every  amendment 
that  was  adopted,  and  I  agreed  that  I 
would  cooperate  with  him  on  that,  be¬ 
cause  that  would  be  all  right  with  me. 
Have  I  answered  the  gentleman’s  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  distinguished 
gentleman  has  used  many  words,  but  I 
find  no  answer  to  my  question  in  them. 
My  question  was  this:  Several  times 
amendments  have  been  adopted,  but  the 
gentleman  opposed  the  adoption  of  them, 
and  the  gentleman — the  distinguished 
gentleman,  I  will  get  it  right  after  a 
while — made  the  statement  that  the 
adoption  of  a  particular  amendment  did 
not  amount  to  any  reduction  in  the 
budget.  What  I  would  like  to  have  by 
Monday  morning,  if  it  would  not  be  too 
much  work,  is  a  statement  to  show  why 
adopting  an  amendment  which  strikes  a 
specified  amount  from  the  bill  does  not 
amount  to  a  reduction  in  the  budget.  I 
am  completely  confused  by  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  assertion.  ’That  is  said  in  all 
sincerity. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  I  will  say  to  the  most 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan — 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Thanks  for  the 
“most.” 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  That  on  yesterday 
I  did  put  an  analysis  into  the  Record  of 
what  the  cuts  in  the  Labor  Department 
amounted  to,  what  the  amendments 
were,  and  what  it  would  do  to  the  op¬ 
erations.  We  have  adopted  only  one 
other  amendment.  At  the  rate  we  are 
going  today  I  do  not  have  to  do  much 
more  than  that  by  Monday  to  let  the 
gentleman  know  what  else  has  tran¬ 
spired  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole, 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Apparently  I  have 
not  made  my  question  clear.  This  is  my 
question:  “Will  the  gentleman,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,  tell  us  why  when  we  adopt  an 
amendment  which  cuts  something  from 
the  bill,  a  deferred  specified  amount,  tell 
us  the  reason  the  gentleman  has  for  say¬ 
ing  that  it  does  not  cut  anything  from 


the  budget?  That  Is  what  I  am  trying 
to  get  at. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  is  a  pretty 
good  summary  appearing  at  page  4155  of 
today’s  Record.  I  hope  I  have  answered 
the  gentleman’s  question. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  With  apologies  per¬ 
mit  me  to  express  the  opinion  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  no  answer  at  all. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  a  moment? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  am  sorry.  My  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  me  a  minute  for  infor¬ 
mation? 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  can  fur¬ 
nish  him  information  he  seeks  or  not. 

Mr.  MASON.  Every  item  in  this  bill  is 
an  item  contained  in  the  budget.  No 
matter  what  fund  the  item  comes  from  or 
anything,  it  is  part  of  the  budget.  Then 
when  we  cut  an  item  out  of  this  bill  we 
certainly  are  reducing  the  budget  as  it 
was  presented  to  us,  because  every  single 
item  in  this  bill,  whether  it  refers  to  a 
trust  fund  or  an  unemployment  fund,  or 
some  other  kind  of  fund  is  a  part  of  the 
budget. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  have  been  voting 
along  with  the  gentleman  on  that  theory. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  times  when 
I  am  sure  that  the  old  adage  of  remain¬ 
ing  quiet  and  unseen  is  the  best  advise. 
I  would  like  to  have  your  attention  here, 
though,  on  a  matter,  and  then  I  want 
somebody  to  follow  it  up,  because, 
frankly,  I  am  not  going  to  do  anything 
about  it. 

We  are  now  approaching  in  this  econ¬ 
omy-minded  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  2  items  of  appropriation.  On  page 
14,  Fi’eedmen’s  Hospital  calling  for  an 
appropriation  of  some  $3  million,  and  on 
page  16,  Howard  University,  calling  for 
an  appropriation  of  $3,800,000.  I  repeat, 
I  am  not  going  to  do  anything  about  it 
except  just  to  point  it  up,  but  I  do  want 
to  point  it  up  to  those  who  subscribe  to 
the  Supreme  Court  opinion  doing  away 
with  segregation  in  our  schools  and  our 
school  systems  and  those  who  are  such 
strong  advocates  of  the  civil-rights  pro¬ 
gram. 

No.  1 :  If  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  voiding  segregation  is  sound  and 
you  believe  in  that,  then  you  ought  to 
move  to  strike  these  two  items.  These 
items  are  not  subject  to  a  point  of  order 
and  if  they  were  I  would  not  make  that 
point  of  order  and  I  hope  nobody  from 
my  section  of  the  country  will  because 
those  institutions  throughout  the  years 
since  they  were  established  by  basic  law 
have  served  a  great  purpose  in  giving 
physical  care  to  the  colored  people  of 
this  country  and  in  giving  them  an  edu¬ 
cational  system  of  higher  learning. 

I  understand  that  now  Howard  Uni¬ 
versity  is  no  longer  a  segregated  school. 
It  is  an  integrated  school.  If  it  is,  it 
ought  to  stand  on  its  own  feet  and  upon 
its  own  merit.  How  many  schools  and 
colleges  in  your  States  are  supported  by 
the  Federal  Government,  whether  they 
be  integrated  or  segregated?  The  an¬ 


swer,  of  course,  is  not  one.  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  now  to  those  who  are  economy 
minded,  both  those  of  a  previous  day  and 
those  who  have  gotten  economy  minded 
recently  in  this  economy  drive. 

Does  it  make  sense?  I  happen  to  be¬ 
long  to  the  school  of  thought  that  not 
only  believes  that  these  institutions  have 
served  their  purpose  in  the  past  but  that 
there  is  necessity  for  them  still;  there¬ 
fore,  I  am  not  going  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  them.  But  those  of  you 
who  are  so  busy  on  the  other  school  of 
thought,  who  say  that  these  people  have 
now  arrived,  who  contend  that  in  just  a 
few  generations  they  have  become  so¬ 
cially  and  otherwise  equal,  that  they  do 
not  need  any  Federal  assistance,  then, 
it  seems  to  me,  particularly  those  of  you 
who  are  on  the  economy  drive,  should 
move  to  strike  these  appropriations. 
Frankly,  if  you  move  to  strike  them,  I 
am  going  to  vote  against  you,  because, 
I  repeat,  I  belong  to  the  other  school, 
the  one  that  believes  there  is  still  a 
necessity  for  this  type  of  assistance. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  be  a  little  bit 
realistic  and  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
membership  to  what  the  situation  really 
is.  ’This  fact  should  be  remembered 
when  some  of  these  liberal  sponsored 
bills  come  up  shortly  for  consideration 
on  the  floor. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

OFFICE  OP  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vo¬ 
cational  education:  For  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Vocational  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C., 
ch.  2),  and  section  202  of  said  act  (70  Stat. 
925),  section  4  of  the  act  of  March  10,  1924 
(20  U.  S.  C.  29),  section  1  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  C.  30),  the  act  of 
March  18,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C.  31),  including 
S4  million  for  extension  and  improvement 
of  practical  nurse  training,  $33,442,081: 
Provided,  That  the  apportionment  to  the 
States  under  section  3  (a),  (1),  (2),  (3), 
and  (4)  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1946  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  not 
to  exceed  $29,267,081  for  the  current  fiscal 
year:  Provided  further.  That  the  amount 
of  allotment  which  States  and  Territories  are 
not  prepared  to  use  may  be  reapportioned 
among  other  States  and  Territories  applying 
therefor  for  use  in  the  programs  for  which 
the  funds  were  originally  apportioned. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairmail,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  ’The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  I  wish  to  raise  the 
point  of  order  against  the  proviso  on  line 
14,  page  17,  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 
Coming  as  it  does,  it  would  make  a 
change,  you  might  say,  in  the  formula 
that  has  been  adopted  in  the  basic  act; 
the  formula  for  the  distribution  of  funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  desire  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  other  recourse  but  to  agree  that  it 
is  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  But,  when 
you  do  strike  this  out,  you  are  going  to 
penalize  those  States  who  have  the  best 
programs  for  vocational  training. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
concedes  the  point  of  order,  and  the 
Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  'I  was  on  my  feet  to 
make  the  same  point  of  order  against 
that  provision  of  the  bill.  I  doubt  if 
many  Members  of  the  House  caught  the 
language  of  that  provision,  so  I  want  to, 
if  I  may,  coiTect  the  statement  made  by 
the  chaii-man  of  the  subcommittee  who 
said  it  was  penalizing  some  of  the  States. 

Now,  what  that  provision  did,  as  I  am 
afraid  many  provisions  of  this  bill  do,  it 
wanted  to  make  sure  that  every  dollar 
was  appropriated  and  every  dollar  was 
spent,  so  that  if  there  was  anything  left 
over,  it  was  going  to  be  thrown  to  the 
birds  somewhere  or  other,  and  what  that 
provision  amounted  to  was  that  if  in  the 
distribution  of  those  funds  there  were 
some  States  in  the  Union  that  did  net 
use  up  their  portion  of  the  funds,  other 
States  should  be  able  to  get  them  and 
spend  them  so  -they  would  be  sure  there 
would  be  nothing  left  to  revert  to  the 
Treasury. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Grants  for  library  services:  For  grants  to 
the  States  pursuant  to  the  act  of  June  19, 
1956,  as  amended  (70  Stat.  293-296,  911), 
$5,000,000. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clex’k  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hiestand:  Page 
18,  line  3,  strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and  Insert 
“$3,000,000.” 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  discussed  the  obligation  over  the 
last  few  days  of  appropriating  whatever 
has  been  authorized.  I  would  say  the 
theme  of  my  remarks  is  that  authoriza¬ 
tions  that  we  made  over  the  years  do  not 
automatically  make  appropriations ; 
that  it  is  the  job  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  to  look  .over  these  au¬ 
thorizations  and  grant  only  those  funds 
which  can  be  well  spent  and  should  be 
wen  spent.  History  is  replete  with  cases 
where  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  deemed  fit,  after  a  period  of  hearing 
from  the  constituency,  shall  we  say,  not 
to  appropriate.  That  is  the  basis  on 
which  I  think  we  are  justified  in  giving 
this  amendment  consideration.  This  is 
not  a  large  item.  It  has  many  friends. 
It  has  to  do  with  the  libraries. 

We  voted  an  authorization  a  couple 
of  years  ago  of  $7,500,000.  There  was 
appropriated  about  $2  million.  It  could 
not  all  be  spent.  The  Department  th^s 
year  asked  for  $3  million.  There  are 
matching  funds,  it  is  true.  Actually, 
they  have  spent  quite  a  lot  less  because 
you  cannot  get  a  program  of  this  kind 
started  immediately. 

We  have  received  wires,  pressure  wires 
from  our  districts,  some  sent  from  cen¬ 
tral  headquarters,  although  they  were 
supposed  to  be  from  various  other  places. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  rationalize  any 
one  of  these  measures.  We  can  talk 
ourselves  into  them.  But  we  must  real¬ 
ize  that,  although  there  was  only  a  shade 
over  $2  million  appropriated  last  year, 
the  Department  asked  for  $3  million. 
That  is  all  the  Department  asked  for. 
We,  in  our  committee,  automatically  and 


spontaneously  raised  it  to  $5  million.  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  can  be  used. 

I  might  say  this:  that  on  discussing 
this  with  several  Members  on  my  side  of 
the  aisle  and  perhaps  one  from  the  other 
side — I  am  not  too  sure — there  was  a 
feeling  that  this  represented  Federal  aid. 
Federal  grants,  and  was  not  justified  in 
the  first  place,  and  they  would  like  to 
strike  it  entirely.  They  urged  me  to 
change  my  amendment  and  to  strike  it 
out  entirely  instead  of  leaving  it  at  $3 
million.  So  this  figure  of  $3  million,  in  a 
sense,  is  a  compromise.  It  is  all  the  De¬ 
partment  asked  for,  and  I  do  not  believe 
we  are  justified  in  asking  for  raising  it 
automatically  to  $5  million. 

We  must  remember  that  on  this  bill  as 
a  whole,  with  the  so-called  phony  cuts — 
and  we  are  sincere  about  this — they  may 
all  be  filled  back  in,  and  they  may  even 
be  exceeded  so  that  we  may  be  author¬ 
izing  an  expenditure  under  this  bill  in 
excess  of  the  budget  authorization.  That 
does  not  sound  much  like  cutting.  What 
we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  get  back  to  the 
level  of  last  year,  to  reason.  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  basis  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument  is  simply  this,  is  it  not: 
that  one  Congress  cannot  bind  another. 
If  one  Congress  in  the  past  authorized 
certain  things,  it  does  not  mean  that  a 
following  Congress  must  appropriate 
money  to  carry  them  out.  Is  that  it? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  The  gentleman  has 
expressed  it  very  well.  That  is  the  basis 
for  opening  a  subject.  The  basis  of  this 
amendment  is  that  it  gives  the  Depart¬ 
ment  all  they  asked  for.  It  is  a  compro¬ 
mise  between  those  who  wish  to  cut  it 
out  entirely  and  those  who  are  for  the 
amount  recommended  by  the  committee. 
I  urge  the  approval  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  LANHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  trust 
the  Committee  is  not  going  to  adopt  this 
amendment.  On  yesterday  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  made  the  statement  that 
this  was  the  only  item  in  the  bill  that 
was  above  the  budget  estimate.  I  told 
him  it  was  true  that  I  had  sponsored  it 
in  the  committee,  and  I  was  proud  of  it, 
and  I  was  proud  of  it  because  of  the  fact 
it  does  affect  the  library-services  item. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  nothing  sacred 
about  the  budget  either  in  the  maximiun 
or  the  minimum.  As  I  said  to  you  on 
yesterday,  I  think  we  ought  to  approach 
these  things  on  a  reasonable  basis.  If 
the  budget  is  wrong  at  one  end  it  may 
be  wrong  at  the  other.  We  ought  not 
hesitate  to  add  to  it  where  we  think  it 
wise  any  more  than  we  hesitate  to  cut  it. 

You  know  what  this  program  does.  It 
takes  the  light  of  literature  and  learning 
to  those  who  sit  in  "darkness  in  many  of 
our  rural  areas.  I  think  we  ought  for  a 
moment  to  go  back  and  realize  that  it 
was  only  last  year  that  this  House  passed 
this  bill  under  the  leadership  of  the  gen¬ 


tlewoman  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Green! 
and  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr. Landrum], 

This  is  what  happened.  That  was  one 
of  the  last  bills  passed  during  the  ses¬ 
sion.  At  the  suggestion  of  many  of  us, 
the  committee  asked  the  Budget  Bureau 
to  send  up  a  request  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion.  The  Budget  Bureau  requested 
$7,500,000,  the  full  amount  authorized 
for  the  operation  of  the  program  the 
first  year.  The  last  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  had  already  left  the 
House,  so  this  request  went  to  the  Senate. 
The  Senate  allowed  the  full  $7,500,000. 
When  it  came  back  to  the  House  confer¬ 
ence  committee,  realizing  it  was  late  in 
the  session  and  that  probably  the  full 
$7,500,000  could  not  be  used,  gave  $2,050,- 
000  for  tl^e  program  for  the  first  year. 

This  year  the  Office  of  Education 
asked  the  Budget  Bureau  for  $5  rtiillion, 
the  amount  that  is  included  in  this  bill. 
The  Budget  Bureau  cut  that  back  to 
$3  million.  Mr.  Folsom  when  we  asked 
him  why  he  finally  accepted  that  amount 
instead  of  the  amount  he  had  requested 
for  the  second  year  of  this  service  said, 
“Well,  you  folks  wouldn’t  give  us  but  $2 
million  last  year.  I  thought  you  mi^ht 
give  us  $3  million  this  year.’’  Appar¬ 
ently  he  was  a  little  irked  because  of  the 
fact  that  we  did  not  give  them  all  they 
asked  for  the  first  year. 

About  whether  or  not  there  is  any 
need  for  this  money,  whether  the 
amount  should  be  increased  or  be  left 
as  it  was,  I  called  the  Department  just 
yesterday  or  the  day  before  and  asked 
them  to  give  me  the  facts  about  the 
number  of  States  that  had  qualified  or 
were  expected  to  qualify  for  this  money 
during  the  next  fiscal  year.  First  of  all, 
in  fiscal  1957,  38  States  have  already  sub¬ 
mitted  satisfactory  plans  to  the  Office 
of  Education  for  the  improvement  and 
extension  of  the  rural  library  service. 
State  plans  from  at  least  two  other 
States .  are  expected  before  the  end  of 
fiscal  1957.  This  makes  a  total  of  40  of 
the  48  States  which  will  have  taken  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  plan  in  the  first  year  of 
its  operation.  To  date  29  Sthte  plans 
have  been  approved  by  the  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation  and  payments  have  been  made  to 
28  States.  It  is  expected  that  at  least 
38  State  plans  will  be  approved  before 
the  end  of  fiscal  1957.  Payments  to 
these  States  based  on  the  minimum  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $2,050,000  for  fiscal  1957 
will  total  $1,520,000. 

With  reference  to  fiscal  1958,  the  in¬ 
formation  from  the  States  on  their 
library  service  plans  for  fiscal  1958  in¬ 
dicates  that  46  States  and  2  Territories 
would  submit  plans,  and  based  on  the 
maximum  authorization  of  $7,500,000 
could  match  for  $6,931,445. 

I  will  say  that  those  of  us  who  favor 
this  service  and  think  it  ought  to  be  ^ 
continued  and  who  think  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  unanimously — I  will  not 
say  unanimously  but  overwhelmingly  en¬ 
dorsed  last  year  by  the  Congress,  thought 
that  $6  million  should  be  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  this  year,  but  we  agreed  on  $5 
million  as  a  compromise.  As  you  see, 
that  will  not  quite  cover  the  payments 
that  the  States  are  expecting.  Many  of 
the  States  have  only  this  year  passed 
legislation  that  makes  it  possible  for 
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them  to  go  Into  this  service.  It  was 
provided  that  these  services  should  be 
extended  to  the  Territories  also. 

Based  on  a  $5  million  appropriation  in 
1958,  the  States  could  match  for 
$4,689,741. 

In  view  of  the  need  for  this  program, 
and  the  fact  that  the  States  are  so  anx¬ 
ious  to  match  it  and  to  get  into  this 
program,  one  Member  on  your  side  told 
me  that  his  legislature  had  never  taken 
any  action  although  they  had  been  urged 
to  do  it  until  the  Federal  Government 
promised  its  help  and  then  the  State 
passed  its  legislation  at  this  year’s  ses¬ 
sion.  So  the  States  are  ready  and  anx¬ 
ious  to  supply  their  part  of  the  funds. 
I  trust  that  you  will  defeat  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  reduce  it  to  $3  million. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  my  record  on 
economy  stacks  up  as  good  as  anybody’s 
record  that  I  know  jf  in  the  House.  I 
believe  I  have  a  fair  record  for  voting 
against  those  things  where  a  “no”  vote 
was  normally  expected  to  be  political  dy¬ 
namite.  I  want  to  say  to  you  I  am  mak¬ 
ing  these  statements  in  the  interest  of 
this  money  with  no  fear  and  expecting 
no  favor,  but  because  I  think  it  is  right. 
If  you  will  just  stop  and  think  of  the  mil¬ 
lions  and  millions  of  dollars  in  this  bill 
that  relate  directly  to  the  urban  people, 
the  people  in  the  towns  and  in  the  cities 
and,  of  course,  I  have  them,  and  you  have 
them.  I  want  the  services,  and  you  want 
the  services.  But  here  is  a  little  bookmo¬ 
bile  that  goes  out  into  every  rural  dis¬ 
trict,  the  country  roads,  the  highways, 
and  the  byways — these  bookmobiles  car¬ 
ry  books  to  kids  and  grownups  who  would 
never  see  those  books  if  they  were  not 
brought  out  there  to  them,  as  some  live 
30  miles  and  more  from  any  kind  of  li¬ 
brary.  I  am  one  who  views  the  problems 
of  juvenile  delinquency  very  seriously. 
But  there  is  no  need  for  us  to  try  to  avoid 
the  fact  that  children  today  are  the  same 
as  we  were  when  we  were  children.  We 
had  to  be  doing  something,  good  or  bad. 
We  certainly  were  not  going  to  just  sit 
around  and  do  nothing.  If  we  can  inter¬ 
est  these  children  in  books,  that,  in  my 
opinion,  would  be  a  fine  thing.  I  have 
passed  these  bookmobiles  on  the  road. 
Yes,  many  are  worn  out,  and  a  lot  of 
them  shake  and  rattle.  The  books  are 
vei-y,  very  worn,  and  many  times  the 
supply  too  low. 

This  law  was  passed  last  year.  The 
States  have  been  doing  a  fairly  good 
job  in  this  field  in  a  limited  way;  they 
have  been  taking  from  their  own  ftmds, 
and  the  counties  have  contributed,  in¬ 
dividuals  have  contributed,  and  each 
year  it  becomes  more  popular  in  the 
States  and  with  the  schoolkids  in  the 
rural  communities.  Why,  you  can  go 
to  the  city  library  and  get  almost  any 
book  that  you  want.  In  the  high  schools, 
in  the  towns  and  cities,  the  teachers  can 
say  to  a  child:  “I  want  you  to  read 
such  and  such  reference  book.”  All  right, 
if  she  did  not  think  that  was  good  for 
that  child  she  would  not  recommend  it. 

A  student  30  or  40  miles  in  the  country, 
has  difficulty  obtaining  reference  ma¬ 
terial;  and  those  available  through  book¬ 
mobiles  and  county  libraries  are  getting 


to  a  point  now  that  many  of  the  books 
are  out  of  date,  tattered  and  worn  out. 
So  last  year  we  adopted  this  bill.  It 
went  into  operation  only  last  fall.  I 
think  there  is  enough  fair  play  in  this 
world  for  everybody,  and  I  think  this  is 
a  fine  thing  for  the  rural  people  of  this 
country.  Some  of  those  boys  and  girls 
in  rural  communities  will  move  into 
town,  and  if  agricultural  conditions  do 
not  get  better  they  will  be  coming  down 
into  the  breadlines  by  the  thousands. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  If  they  do  move  to 
town  they  cannot  get  jobs  unless  they 
pay  fees  to  join  a  union. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  did  not  say  anything 
about  a  job.  I  said  they  would  be  in  the 
breadlines.  I  do  not  know  about  that. 
This  money  does  not  go  down  to  a  de¬ 
partment  to  be  juggled  around  and  half 
of  it  spent  for  personnel.  There  are 
three  people,  as  I  understand,  in  the  De¬ 
partment  that  have  been  handling  this, 
and  I  do  not  expect  them  to  employ 
anyone  else. 

Let  this  money  go  where  it  is  needed. 
I  do  not  want  so  many  supervisors  super¬ 
vising  the  supervisors,  and  then  a  super¬ 
intendent  superintending  the  super¬ 
visors.  I  do  not  care  for  that.  I  want 
these  books  to  go  through  the  country 
and  I  would  like  them  to  go  to  the  chil¬ 
dren.  I  would  like  to  have  them  become 
interested  enough  in  books  that  they  will 
sit  down  and  read  and  read;  and  when 
somebody  comes  along  and  wants  to  play 
this  or  that,  they  will  still  be  interested 
in  that  book;  or,  if  somebody  wants 
them  to  go  somewhere  they  are  still  in¬ 
terested  in  the  book ;  it  is  new  and  inter¬ 
esting  to  them. 

I  am  satisfied  with  my  record  on  econ¬ 
omy  and  I  think  it  will  be  all  right  on 
the  appropriations  this  year.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  other  way  to  stop  a 
raise  in  taxation  or  bring  about  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  expenses  except  by  cautious  ap¬ 
propriations  or  cutting  them  down. 
Along  with  that  I  think  some  sound  good 
reasoning  should  be  applied.  When  we 
get  to  an  item  of  this  kind  let  it  be  ap¬ 
praised:  Is  it  valuable?  Is  it  contribut¬ 
ing?  Is  it  putting  any  information  into 
the  hands  of  people  who  can  use  it?  Is 
it  putting  in  moUon  a  program  that  is 
going  to  be  worth  a  lot  to  this  country? 
Is  it  a  good  investment?  Is  it  wise? 

I  think  the  past  history  of  this  country 
shows  that  the  rural  people  have  been 
a  pretty  substantial  people;  and,  loyal. 
There  is  not  a  group  of  people  on  the  face 
of  this  earth  more  loyal  to  this  Nation 
and  more  patriotic  than  the  rural  peo¬ 
ple;  Commies  and  pinks  do  not  dwell 
among  them,  and  that  the  records  will 
disclose  through  all  time.  Jefferson  was 
not  so  far  wrong  when  he  said  that  so 
long  as  the  balance  of  power  remains 
in  the  hands  of  the  rural  people  democ¬ 
racy  will  be  safe.  But  I  am  not  so  sure 
that  they  will  be  able  to  defend  them¬ 
selves  against  the  isms  and  so  forth,  if 
one  segment  of  our  population  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  rise,  while  the  rural  people 
stand  stationary  intellectually  or  other¬ 
wise. 


I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  like  to  dis¬ 
agree  with  some  of  my  very  good  friends 
who  have  spoken  against  the  pending 
amendment,  but  we  ought  to  look  the 
facts  definitely  in  the  face.  The  ques¬ 
tion  on  this  amendment  and  on  this  pro¬ 
vision  is.  Who  is  responsible  for  the  edu¬ 
cation  of  the  youth  of  this  land,  for  the 
information  of  the  youth  of  this  land? 
Is  it  the  Federal  Government  or  is  it  the 
States?  You  cannot  have  your  cake  and 
eat  it  too.  You  just  cannot  do  that. 
If  it  is  the  States,  then  let  the  States 
do  it.  The  Federal  Government  has  no 
right  to  interfere  with  the  States,  and 
there  is  no  stronger  advocate  of  States 
rights  in  this  House  than  I  am.  But 
here  we  have  it.  The  States  are  doing 
this,  but  the  Federal  Government  has  got 
to  put  its  nose  into  it  and  come  along 
and  say:  “We  want  to  encourage  you 
States  to  do  these  things.”  After  the 
Federal  Government  gets  its  nose  into  it, 
under  present  law  the  States  have  to 
submit  a  plan  for  the  libraries  to  be 
approved  by  the  Federal  Government  be¬ 
fore  they  can  get  some  of  these  moneys 
from  the  Federal  Government.  It  is 
either  the  States’  responsibility  or  it  is 
not.  If  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
States  I  do  not  see  how  any  person  in 
this  House  who  believed  in  States  rights 
could  have  voted  to  put  this  thing  in 
the  bill  last  year  in  the  first  place  and 
how  he  can  vote  against  striking  the 
whole  thing  now. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending 
amendment. 

(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  (at  her  own 
request)  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  recognize  that  this  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  raised  by  the  subcommittee 
beyond  the  amount  called  for  in  the 
President’s  budget.  However,  it  has 
been  pointed  out  convincingly  by  Mem¬ 
bers  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  the 
Pi-esident’s  budget  need  be  no  guide  to 
our  action  today.  I  feel  that  we  must 
examine  this  item  on  its  own  merits, 
which  are  manifold. 

The  rural  library  service  program  has 
been  in  effect  less  than  a  year.  It  was 
approved  last  May  by  a  substantial  ma¬ 
jority  in  this  House.  As  I  remember  it, 
it  was  a  voice  vote,  no  division  was  asked 
and  there  was  little  opposition  to  it. 
Shortly  thereafter  it  was  approved  by  the 
Senate  and  it  was  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

The  States  have  been  taking  action 
under  this  enabling  legislation  ever  since 
it  became  law.  Last  year  the  appropria¬ 
tion  was  $2,050,000.  It  was  small.  It 
was  actually  less  than  one-third  of  the 
authorized  item  because  of  the  lateness 
of  the  passage  of  the  bill.  However, 
$1,120,000  has  already  been  paid  out  by 
the  States  and  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal 
year  most  of  the  balance  will  be  used. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  and  repeat  what 
ths  distinguished  gentleman  from  Geor- 
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gia  has  said,  that  in  fiscal  1958  and  in  the 
remaining  years  of  the  5-year  period — 
fixed  by  the  original  legislation — the  full 
authorized  amount  will  be  needed  and  it 
will  be  used.  The  most  recent  figures  in¬ 
dicate  that  38  States  and  Territories 
have  submitted  plans  to  the  Department, 
that  30  of  these,  plans  have  been  ap¬ 
proved,  and  that  fiscal  approval  has  been 
given  and  payment  already  started  to 
28  of  the  30.  Further  information  from 
the  Department  indicates  that  46  States 
and  Territories  will  be  participating  in 
this  program  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1958.  In  fact,  the  needs  of  the  program 
for  1958,  for  fiscal  1958,  are  even  in 
excess  of  the  amount  that  was  reported 
by  the  committee.  The  Department  es¬ 
timates  that  the  States  will  be  prepared 
to  match  grants  totaling  $6,931,445,  while 
the  committee  has  recommended  only  $5 
million. 

I  wish  at  this  point  to  commend  T;he 
committee  for  its  foresight  and  for  its 
vote  of  confidence  in  the  willingness  and 
the  ability  of  the  States  to  carry  out  this 
vital  program.  The  word  “distin¬ 
guished”  is  perhaps  overused  in  the 
House,  but  I  do  wish  to  congratulate  the 
truly  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  for  his  un¬ 
derstanding  and  his  contribution  to  this 
program  and  the  very  magnificent  job 
I  think  he  has  been  doing  with  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  dealing  with  people’s 
lives,  their  health,  their  education,  their 
welfare:  the  things  that  in  the  last  anal¬ 
ysis  either  make  or  break  a  nation. 

Let  me  describe  this  library  program 
very  briefly.  The  legislation  does  not 
envisage  the  construction  of  library 
buildings,  or  the  purchase  of  land  for 
such  buildings.  It  does  not  visualize 
adding  to  the  already  ample  library  facil¬ 
ities  of  our  great  cities,  where  library 
seiwices  are  already  available  to  the  peo¬ 
ple.  As  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  has 
stated,  the  appropriation  before  us  is  a 
rural  library  services  appropriation,  to 
make  available  to  the  people  who  live  on 
the  farms  and  in  the  villages  and  small 
towns,  their  fair  share  of  the  library  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Nation.  The  original  leg¬ 
islation  grew  out  of  the  realization  that 
millions  of  Americans — 27  million  was 
the  figure  brought  before  the  commit¬ 
tee — are  denied  access  to  local  public 
library  services.  The  money  we  ask  for 
here  will  go  for  bookmobiles,  for  library 
personnel,  for  the  other  library  services 
that  must  be  made  available  to  these  27 
million  Americans. 

I  expect  to  hear,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  is  no  time  for  luxuries,  for  frills. 
We  are  not  talking  here  about  luxuries 
or  frills.  Books,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  the 
building  blocks  of  the  future.  I  think 
most  of  the  Members  here  have  children. 
I  am  sure  that  most  have  had  the  deeply 
satisfying  experience  of  seeing  a  child 
read  a  book,  of  watching  the  sense  of 
wonder  grow  in  that  child’s  eyes,  at  the 
new  worlds  taking  shape  before  him.  I 
am  sure  there  is  not  a  Member  on  this 
floor  who  has  not  treasured  the  moment 
when  his  or  her  child  first  awakens  to 
the  understanding  and  the  appreciation 
of  the  treasures  that  lie  within  the  covers 
of  a  book.  When  the  authorizing  legis¬ 
lation  was  being  debated  in  this  House, 


some  Member  remarked  that  it  was  not 
a  case  of  voting  for  or  against  books  or 
children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  sincerely  dis¬ 
agree.  The  appropriation  is  an  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  spiritual  and  mental  and 
moral  well-being  of  our  children.  With¬ 
out  access  to  the  real  wealth  of  a  library, 
too  many  of  our  children  will  fall  prey 
to  the  gaudy  tinsel  of  the  comic  book, 
the  lurid  pulp  magazine.  But  given  this 
access,  the  children  of  this  generation 
can  be  led  to  the  wisdom,  the  insight, 
the  truth,  that  has  survived  the  ages. 

Let  me  say,  too,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  is  truly  a  defense  appropriation 
as  if  it  were  allocated  for  guided  missiles 
or  battleships.  An  educated  citizens  is 
a  Federal  responsibility.  We  cannot 
hope  to  maintain  the  technological 
ability  upon  which  the  Nation’s  security 
depends,  unless  we  encourage  and  enable 
our  children  to  read,  and  to  read  deeply. 
A  library,  Mr.  Chairman,  pays  for  itself 
many  times.  The  Russians  are  proud  of 
their  literacy  campaigns,  and  their  rural 
libraries.  -Surely  we,  who  have  at  our 
disposal,  the  free  libraries  of  a  free  peo¬ 
ple  can  do  as  much  to  make  those  librar¬ 
ies  available  to  those  people  as  do  the 
tyrants  who  seek  only  to  spoon-feed 
chained  minds  with  their  doctored  prop¬ 
aganda. 

One  final  word,  Mr.  Chairman.  Over 
the  entrance  to  many  libraries  are 
graven  words  from  the  greatest  of  all 
books.  These  words  are.  Ye  Shall  Know 
the  Truth,  and  the  Truth  Shall  Make 
You  Free.  The  cost,  Mr.  Chairman,  of 
giving  27  million  Americans  access  to 
the  truth  is  $5  million.  Our  decision  is 
not  as  to  the  cost,  but  as  to  the  value. 

Mrs.  KNUTSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  GREEIN  of  Oregon.  1  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Minnesota. 

Mrs.  KNUTSON.  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  made  by  this 
wonderful  lady  in  regard  to  the  fight  for 
our  rural  libraries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  Congresswoman 
from  Minnesota,  I  am  proud  to  say  that 
Minnesota  was  among  the  first  4  States 
to  develop  its  plan  for  the  use  of  funds 
under  the  Librai-y  Services  Act  of  the 
84th  Congress,  2d  session.  Public  Law 
597,  and  the  first  State  to  receive  a  check 
for  development  of  the  plan — in  our  case 
the  maximum  possible  allocation  of  $40,- 
000.  The  rapidity  with  which  my  State 
worked  out  and  presented  its  plan  for 
approval  is  significant  in  that  it  is  an 
indication  of  the  great  desire  and  the 
great  need  for  participation  in  this 
extremely  valuable  program. 

It  is  unthinkable  to  me  that  the  full 
amount  of  the  authorization,  $7,500,000 
should  not  be  appropriated  for  this  valu¬ 
able  service.  The  maximum  amount  as 
authorized  is  certainly  not  excessive.  In 
fact,  it  could  almost  be  called  a  pittance 
in  view  of  the  need  and  value  of  the 
program.  I  cannot  understand  the 
President’s  proposal  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  a  mere  $3  million  to  cover  ex¬ 
penses  of  this  educational  assistance 
program,  in  view  of  the  administration’s 
avowed  espousal  of  the  cause  of  better 
educational  facilities  and  collateral 
educational  aids. 


May  I  read  to  you  a  few  communica¬ 
tions  from  organizations  and  individuals 
in  my  area  who  are  most  aware  of  the 
great  needs  this  service,  adequately 
financed,  will  satisfy.  These  include  a 
telegram  from  the  Minnesota  Library 
Association,  one  of  a  number  of  letters 
from  constituent  agencies,  and  a  letter 
from  the  Moorhead  Public  Librai-y, 
Moorhead,  Minn.  I  would  also  like  to 
read  excerpts  from  my  statement  to 
Chairman  Cannon  on  the  rural  library 
services  appropriation. 

Because  the  Minnesota  plan  for  the 
development  of  rural  library  services  un¬ 
der  the  Library  Services  Act  is  a  fine  and 
thoughtful  work,  I  ask  permission  to 
place  the  memorandum  outlining  the 
plan  in  the  Record  under  Extension  of 
Remarks. 

In  conclusion,  may  I  say  that  unless 
the  House  wishes  to  go  along  with  the 
administration  in  the  negation  of  its 
own  action  of  the  last  Congress  in  the 
passage  of  the  excellent  yet  inexpensive 
Library  Services  Act,  by 'its  failure  to 
appropriate  adequate  funds  for  its  ful¬ 
fillment,  it  will  approve  the  full  author¬ 
ized  amount  of  $7,500,000.  I  strongly 
urge  this  independent  action  and  the 
approval  of  the  full  appropriation  of 
$7,500,000. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  January  23. 
Representative  Coy  a  Knutson, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Minnesota  has  completed  plans  for  use  of 
its  full  share  of  funds  under  the  Library 
Services  Act.  Entire  membership  of  Minne¬ 
sota  Library  Association  urges  your  support 
for  $7,500,000  appropriation  requested.  Ac¬ 
tion  now  assures  better  rural  library  service 
in  Minnesota. 

Joyce  Davenport, 

Secretary,  Minnesota  Library  Association. 


Letter  Prom  Moorhead  Public  Library 

Knowing  your  Interest  in  public  library 
service  for  rural  areas,  prompts  me  to  write 
to  you  concerning  the  appropriation  recom¬ 
mendation  of  $3  million  for  the  Library 
Services  Act  by  President  Elsenhower  instead 
of  the  full  $7,500,000  authorized.  Here  in 
Minnesota  we  feel  quite  sure  of  a  State  aid 
bill  to  be  passed  this  session  of  the  legisla¬ 
ture  to  augment  and  supplement  the  Fed¬ 
eral  funds.  The  total  amount  authorized  is 
a  small  amount  when  divided  among  the 
States  as  it  is  and  a  cutback  would  not  per¬ 
mit  the  public  library  development  program 
to  succeed  in  doing  what  it  aims  to  do.  This 
Library  Services  Act  was  designed  to  stimu¬ 
late  greater  effort  by  the  States  and  localities 
in  providing  good  local  public  library  serv¬ 
ices.  I  am  aware  too  of  the  need  to  balance 
the  budget  and  economize  but  “one  cannot 
live  by  bread  alone.”  Books  and  library  ma¬ 
terials  are  needed  to  bring  a  fuller  life  to 
many  of  our  people  who  live  away  from  oiir 
cities  which  have  library  services  of  a  greater 
or  lesser  degree. 

I  know  that  I  need  not  say  more  than  to 
remind  you  that  we  were  sorry  to  see  the 
appropriation  cut  back  and  wish  it  restored. 
Since  this  is  a  5  year  terminal  program,  it 
may  be  that  a  sufficient  amount  of  funds 
will  be  forthcoming  later.  But  we  need  a 
good  Impetus  to  start  it  off  right. 


Statement  on  the  rural  Library  Services 
Appropriation 

The  rural  library  services  appropriations 
are  of  great  concern  to  me.  I  am  enclosing 
a  copy  of  steps  proposed  by  the  Minnesota 
Library  Service.  This  memorandum  con¬ 
tains  a  list  of  counties  in  my  district  that 
have  no  service  outside  of  a  possible  book- 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


4213 


mobile  service.  They  are  Kittson,  Roseau, 
Marshall,  Pennington,  Red  Lake,  and  Polk 
Counties. 

I  hope  this  short  statement  of  the  Minne¬ 
sota  Library  Service  (and,  as  I  understand  It, 
Minnesota  is  ahead  In  development  of  rural 
library  service)  will  be  of  help  to  you  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  appropriations. 

The  full  $7,500,000  appropriation  Is  very 
necessary  in  this  project.  The  administra¬ 
tion’s  proposal  of  half — less  than  half — that 
amount  would  not  begin  to  cover  the  needs. 
I  wish  to  be  on  record  as  supporting  the  full 
amount  of  $7,500,000  in  appropriations. 

(Mrs.  KNUTSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  hope  that 
the  Committee  will  vote  down  this 
amendment.  A  year  ago  the  House  of 
Representatives  voted  to  expend  the 
sum  of  $7y2  million  a  year  for  a  period 
of  5  years  to  match  the  States’  expendi¬ 
tures  in  extending  and  improving  li¬ 
brary  service  in  the  rural  areas.  I  do 
not  think  now  it  is  a  question  of  whether 
that  was  good  or  bad  legislation.  Per¬ 
sonally  I  think  it  was  excellent  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  that  it  was  long  overdue.  But 
the  question  before  us  is,  What  is  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  what 
is  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  acting  on 
an  appropriation  bill  going  to  do  about 
the  request  for  funds  to  carry  out  the 
purpose  of  the  legislation? 

The  bill  which  authorized  the  rural- 
library  program  was  passed  in  June  1956, 
too  late  for  the  program  to  be  considered 
in  our  committee  hearings  on  the  De¬ 
partment  budget  last  year.  When  the 
appropriation  bill  was  later  taken  up  in 
the  other  body,  they  approved  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $7^/2  million.  When  it  went 
to  conference  the  sum  was  fixed  at  $2,- 
050,000.  That  lesser  sum  was  agreed  on 
at  that  time  because  the  program  had 
not  yet  been  put  into  effect,  and  it  took 
time  to  work  out  the  program.  It  takes 
several  months  to  put  one  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  into  effect.  The  Department  was 
consulting  with  the  States  and  confer¬ 
ring  with  various  agencies  in  order  to  get 
the  program  started  on  a  sound  footing. 

The  Department  makes  up  the  budget 
some  eight  to  ten  months  before  we  vote 
on  it.  Last  fall,  when  the  Department 
took  up  this  request  with  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  there  were  not  many 
States  that  had  reached  the  point  of 
deciding  to  take  part  in  the  library  pro¬ 
gram  at  that  time.  It  was  still  in  the 
conference  stage,  where  details  of  the 
program  were  being  explained  to  the 
States,  and  the  Department  had  difiB- 
culty  at  that  time  justifying  more  than 
$3  million  to  the  Budget  Bureau. 

But  by  the  time  Department  officials 
came  before  our  committee  in  February 
to  testify  on  the  program,  the  picture 
was  entirely  different.  At  that  time  27 
States  had  plans  for  joining  the  pro¬ 
gram  that  were  approved;  12  more  States 
had  submitted  plans  and  2  more  States 
were  preparing  plans.  At  that  time  the 
Department  either  had  approved  or  was 
considering  State  plans  which  it  esti¬ 
mated  then  would  call  for  Federal 
matching  of  $6y2  million. 

I  am  rather  interested  in  the  state¬ 
ment  that  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 


ations  is  not  compelled  to  appropriate 
money  to  carry  out  a  program.  Yet 
many  objections  are  made  from  time  to 
time  about  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Certainly,  if  we  refuse  to  ap¬ 
propriate  money  to  carry  out  this  li¬ 
brary  program  based  on  the  authori¬ 
zation,  we  would  be  legislating  by  way 
of  an  appropriation  bill. 

I  am  interested  in  that  question  fur¬ 
ther  because  there  is  one  law  now  being 
carried  out  of  which  I  do  not  approve  in 
any  way.  That  is  the  so-called  wetback 
law,  under  the  provisions  of  which  you 
and  I  and  all  the  other  people  in  the 
United  States  are  taxed  so  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  go  down  and  recruit  labor 
in  Mexico  to  come  up  and  compete  with 
and  displace  American  labor.  I  do  not 
like  that  legfislation;  I  never  voted  for  it. 
But  once  the  legislation  had  become  the 
law  of  the  land,  I  felt  appropriations 
had  to  be  voted  to  carry  it  out.  There 
was  an  item  in  this  bill  for  $2i/^  million 
for  that  purpose.  Just  the  other  day 
someone  suggested  we  strike  it  out.  But 
then  it  was  agreed  and  we  should  not 
do  that;  that  was  not  our  function  in 
making  appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  remember  this: 
We  have  enacted  a  library  program  and 
held  it  out  to  the  States.  They  have 
gone  ahead.  There  is  a  table  in  the 
record  showing  that  the  States  have 
pledged  more  library  money  than  this 
appropriation  item  calls  for  in  Federal 
funds.  The  amount  of  money  the  States 
have  authorized  exceeds  considerably 
that  which  Congress  is  going  to  put  up. 
I  think  this  bill  should  have  provided  at 
least  $01/2  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  know,  I  am  a 
little  old  fashioned.  I  still  believe  that 
when  you  make  a  contract,  you  ought  to 
keep  it.  In  authorizing  the  rural  library 
program  last  year,  we  in  effect  made  a 
contract  with  the  States.  They  have 
gone  ahead  and  acted  on  it  and  if  we  did 
not  carry  it  out  we  would  be  reneging  on 
our  promise.  I  certainly  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Will  the  gentleman 
be  frank  to  admit  that  the  Department 
asked  for  an  increase  of  50  percent  over 
their  previous  appropriation? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  just  explained  the 
reason  for  that  apparent  increase.  Per¬ 
haps  I  did  not  make  my  point  clear. 
The  reason  they  did  not  receive  the  au¬ 
thorized  amount  last  year  was  that  the 
program  was  new,  it  took  time  to  put  it 
into  effect  and  the  amount  of  $2,050,000 
was  all  that  could  be  used  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  that  stage.  Even  when  the  sec¬ 
ond-year  request  came  before  the  Budget 
Bureau  last  fall,  still  only  about  $3  mil¬ 
lion  could  be  justified.  But  when  this 
agency  came  before  us  again  this  year 
they  could  well  have  asked  for  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation,  because  of  what 
had  happened  since  the  previous  appro¬ 
priation,  and  it  would  have  gone  through 
or  should  have  with  the  library  program 
in  existing  law,  and  with  the  commit¬ 
ments  the  States  have  made  under  it, 
there  is  a  Federal  obligation  to  grant 


$6,500,000  so  that  even  with  the  $5- 
million  item  in  the  bill,  we  are  reneging 
by  $1,500,000. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  committee  raised  even  that  request 
by  66  percent? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  have  tried  to  explain 
why  we  did  it.  If  there  had  been  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  request  for  this 
program  and  the  agency  had  come  in  and 
said  we  had  made  this  agreement  with 
the  States,  and  therefore  it  asked  for 
supplemental  money,  do  you  not  think 
it  should  have  been  granted? 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this  crippling 
amendment  on  the  grounds  that  this  is 
the  wrong  place,  the  wrong  time,  and  the 
wrong  way  to  cut  Government  expendi¬ 
tures. 

After  all  the  total  amount  involved 
in  this  amendment  is  1  cent  per  person  in 
the  United  States.  Surely,  when  we  can 
help  so  many  for  so  little,  should  we  not 
carefully  weigh  any  attempts  to  cripple 
an  entire  program? 

And  make  no  mistake  about  this :  The 
people  of  Missouri  have  never  expected 
the  Federal  Government  to  provide  its 
education  or  library  facilities.  We  have 
always  done  it  ourselves. 

For  generations,  we  have  made  every 
possible  sacrifice  to  provide  facilities  for 
education  and  improvement.  We  have 
bonded  and  taxed  ourselves  almost  to  the 
limit  for  schools  and  libraries.  It  has 
been  a  long  and  never-ending  struggle; 
but  our  persistence  has  not  gone  un¬ 
noticed.  People  in  richer  areas  have  gen¬ 
erously  come  to  our  aid  through  alloca¬ 
tions  from  the  State  government. 

Provisions  for  State  aid  to  libraries 
are  a  noteworthy  part  of  the  Missouri 
constitution  adopted  in  1945.  But  in 
these,  times  of  national  inflation  and 
localized  rural  deflation,  keeping  librar¬ 
ians  and  maintaining  libraries  have  be¬ 
come  a  serious  problem  in  many  of  our 
rural  communities. 

We  have  the  same  ambitions  for  our 
children  that  we  have  always  had,  but  we 
are  constantly  pressing  against  a  “stone 
wall’’  of  economic  impossibility. 

We  want  our  children  to  read  books. 
But  books  are  more  expensive  than  ever 
these  days.  It  takes  more  money  to  pay 
librarians.  How  can  we  maintain  library 
service  when  our  incomes  have  not  kept 
pace  with  rising  costs?  Some  of  our 
people  are  so  worried  about  saving  farms 
and  paying  off  bank  loans  that  they  are 
forced  to  shove  everything  aside  except 
the  essential  problems  of  daily  Uving. 

Yet,  is  this  fair  to  the  children?  Each 
child  “passes  this  way  but  once.”  And 
the  books  he  does  not  read  in  the  forma¬ 
tive  years  will,  perhaps,  never  be  read. 
We  might  explain  to  him  later  that  his 
education  and  that  his  development  were 
neglected  because  of  economic  condi¬ 
tions,  but  the  reasons  or  excuses  will 
never  really  fill  the  void. 

And,  actually,  the  economic  problems 
are  not  nationwide.  They  exist  largely 
in  certain  rural  areas.  The  Nation  as  a 
whole  is  enjoying  the  luxuries  of  record- 
breaking  prosperity.  There  is  ample 
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evidence  that  the  great  majority  of  the 
American  people  can  be  a  good  neigh¬ 
bor  to  these  rural  children  if  they  so 
desire.  I  believe  the  people  of  America 
demonstrated  that  desire  when  they, 
through  their  Representatives  and  Sena¬ 
tors  in  the  84th  Congress,  authorized  a 
new  5-year  program  of  Federal  aid  for 
library  service  to  rural  areas. 

In  committee  hearings  and  on  the  floor 
of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate,  ample 
evidence  must  have  been  presented  to 
establish  the  need  for  the  aid  and  the 
%'IV2  million  appropriation  stipulated, 
because  the  Congress  voted  the  authori¬ 
zation.  The  action  came  as  welcome 
news  to  the  people  of  south  Missouri;  and 
with  the  cooperation  of  State  officials, 
our  people  proceeded  to  put  their  house¬ 
hold  in  order  to  qualify  for  Federal  funds. 

Missouri  has  been  counting  on  the 
$40,000  allocated  to  Missouri  in  the  origi¬ 
nal  authorization.  Missouri  is  prepared 
to  provide  the  matching  funds.  All  plans 
have  been  made  on  this  basis. 

But  the  President’s  budget  recom¬ 
mendations  would  cut  this  figure  to  less 
than  half  the  original  amount  authorized 
by  Congress  in  this,  the  first  year  of  the 
5-year  program. 

So,  where  do  we  stand?  Is  this  not 
a  questionable  beginning?  Will  there 
be  proportionate  cuts  next  year  and  the 
next?  What  can  we  really  count  on 
from  this  5 -year  program  that  originally 
seemed  so  worth  while  and  so  promising? 

We  recognize  the  Government’s  prob¬ 
lem.  We  are  just  as  interested  as  any¬ 
one  in  saving  the  taxpayer’s  dollar.  I, 
personally,  already  have  cast  more  than 
one  vote  with  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  to  cut  Government  expenditures 
wherever  possible. 

But  is  this  a  wise  economy?  Educa¬ 
tion  facilities  are  about  as  time-honored 
and  fundamental  a  responsibility  of 
Government  as  police  and  fire  protec¬ 
tion. 

If  this  Government  has  so  many  com¬ 
mitments  in  newer  and  more  question¬ 
able  fields  of  endeavor  that  it  cannot 
fulfill  its  basic  commitments  for  library 
facilities  in  sorely  pressed  areas  that 
desperately  need  the  temporary  help, 
then  I  submit  that  this  Government  has 
gone  too  far  afield  and  should  closely 
scrutinize  some  of  its  other  commit¬ 
ments. 

This  $5  million  is  small,  Indeed,  in  the 
overall  Federal  Government  picture. 
But  we  do  not  seek  to  justify  it  on  that 
basis.  If  it  were  not  needed,  it  would 
be  wise  to  save  the  money,  even  if  it  were 
only  5  cents. 

But  this  money  is  sorely  needed  in 
rural  areas  to  provide  education  for 
children  during  these  times  when  the 
parents  are  in  no  economic  position  to 
provide  it  themselves. 

It  is  not  easy  for  rural  people  to  ask 
for  help.  Farm  people  are  among  the 
Nation’s  finest  and  proudest.  But  hav¬ 
ing  asked  for  help  and  having  received 
authorization  for  it,  we  now  find,  it  dou¬ 
bly  disturbing  to  find  ourselves  asking 
Congress  not  to  make  it  too  little  or 
too  late. 

We  have  been  counting  on  it.  We 
have  made  all  our  plans  accordingly. 
We  hope  you  will  not  let  us  down. 


We  urge  this  House  to  hold  its  ground 
and  Appropriate  the  original  amount 
recommended  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  VURSELiL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  and  to  proceed  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
we  can  get  down  a  little  closer  to  earth 
than  this  emotional  appeal  we  have  been 
treated  to  and  look  at  the  facts  as  they 
really  are.  We  have  not  entered  into 
any  contracts  with  the  States,  so  if  we 
reduce  these  appropriations  we  shall  be 
acting  in  the  interest  of  real  economy. 

I  wish  it  were  possible  to  wipe  out 
the  entire  matter  because  it  is  simply 
a  matter  of  the  camel  getting  his  nose 
under  the  tent.  The  facts  are  that  if 
you  go  along  with  this  for  $3  million 
now,  the  people  in  the  States  are  subject 
to  this  same  political  pressure  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  subject  to,  and  they  can  justify 
their  action  by  saying,  “We  are  going  to 
lose  some  Federal  money  if  we  do  not  go 
ahead  and  take  it  up,  with  the  result, 
as  was  said  just  a  few  minutes  ago,  that 
there  is  planning  now  to  take  up  $6  mil¬ 
lion  or  more. 

If  you  give  them  this  $5  million  on 
this  5-year  program,  the  next  Congress 
will  be  requested  to  give  $7  million,  the 
next  $10  million,  and  the  next  $15  mil¬ 
lion  on  this  program  that  never  should 
have  been  authorized  by  the  Federal 
Government.  This  thing  should  never 
have  gotten  started,  because  it  will 
mushroom  and  mushroom  and  mush¬ 
room,  and  waste  more  millions  each  year. 

We  talk  about  getting  this  library 
service  back  into  the  country,  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  that  ordinarily  do  not  have  access 
to  libraries.  What  would  it  amount  to 
for  each  State?  About  $40,000  to  a 
State,  to  set  this  bad  example  that  we 
will  increase,  increase,  and  increase  year 
after  year. 

I  have  the  highest  respect  for  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia.  I  seldom  find 
myself  differing  with  him  on  legislation. 
I  know  of  his  great  interest  in  education, 
and  I  knew  when  he  rose  that  he  was 
going  to  speak  for  this  bill.  But  in  the 
great  State  of  Georgia,  part  of  which  he 
so  well  represents,  what  would  $40,000 
do,  anyhow,  or  in  any  other  State?  And 
whose  obligation  is  it  to  get  education  to 
these  people? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
,  gentleman  yield? 

'  Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Hlinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  State  of  Illinois 
has  been  carrying  on  these  traveling 
libraries  for  at  least  20  years.  The  State 
is  covered  with  these  traveling  libraries, 
and  we  do  not  ask  Uncle  Sam  to  do  our 
work  for  us. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Not  at  this  point;  a 
little  later. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  wanted  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  yield  on  the  point  raised  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 


Mr.  VURSELL.  I  want  to  comment 
on  it  first. 

Not  only  that,  Congressman  Mason, 
we  are  carrying  on  educational  activities 
for  the  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing,  for  the 
blind  and  those  partially  able  to  see,  for 
the  physically  handicapped,  the  socially 
maladjusted,  and  the  speech  defectives, 
and  we  are  carrying  on  training  for  the 
mentally  handicapped.  Many  States 
are  doing  the  same  thing,  and  they  may 
eventually  all  do  it  in  the  same  degree 
in  time  if  the  Federal  Government  will 
not  impose  upon  them  and  offer  them 
something  for  nothing  and  bring 
about  an  atmosphere  of  lethargy  that 
will  probably  do  more  harm  in  the  lairal 
areas  than  good.  Here  is  the  thought  I 
had  in  listening  to  one  of  the  speeches. 
You  are  going  to  take  these  library  serv¬ 
ices  out  to  the  people  in  the  country.  In 
my  part  of  the  State,  you  cannot  tell  a 
country  boy  and  more  on  Saturday  eve¬ 
ning  from  the  town  boy. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  briefly. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Well,  if  you  look  at 
his  hands  you  can  tell.  The  country 
boy’s  hands  are  calloused. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  ’That  is  exactly  right, 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  is  the  situation. 
What  are  we  already  doing  for  the  school 
children?  Why  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  alone  is  spei>ding  $293  million  in 
this  next  bill  to  help  feed  the  children. 
We  haul  the  children  to  school.  We  take 
them  home.  If  the  library  service  went 
to  search  for  the  schoolchild,  as  was 
referred  to  by  a  former  speaker,  they 
will  not  find  him  unless  school  is  not  in 
session  because  the  State  government  has 
taken  him  to  the  centers  of  learning, 
mostly  to  the  towns.  Nearly  all  of  the 
boys  and  girls  in  the  country  have  ap¬ 
proximately  the  same  opportunities  to 
get  these  books  if  they  want  them.  Then 
we  follow  the  schoolchildren  right  on 
up  and  when  they  go  to  the  university, 
we  build  with  our  Federal  money  dormi¬ 
tories  for  them.  And  so  on  all  the  way 
through,  one  thing  after  the  other.  Now 
we  want  to  do  a  lot  of  other  things. 
There  are  a  lot  of  other  things  that  will 
be  suggested  later  on.  A  lot  of  people 
want  to  get  the  Federal  Government 
into  the  field  of  dealing  with  juvenile 
delinquency.  The  same  thought  is  be¬ 
hind  that.  You  want  to  take  over  the 
job  that  belongs  to  the  State.  You  want 
to  take  over  the  job  that  belongs  to  the 
fathers  and  mothers  in  the  homes.  You 
want  to  take  over  the  job  that  belongs 
to  the  schools  in  the  various  communi¬ 
ties  of  the  States.  This  thing  ought 
never  to  have  been  started.  One  of  the 
things  that  is  driving  this  budget  up  is 
the  constant  thinking  up  of  this  and  that 
^d  the  other  thing  that  the  Federal 
Government  can  get  into  to  please  a  few 
pressure  groups  of  people  with  the  re¬ 
sult  that  you  weight  the  Government 
down  with  millions  of  dollars  of  unneces¬ 
sary  expense.  That  only  causes  inter¬ 
ference  by  the  Federal  Government  at¬ 
tempting  to  do  better  for  the  people  in 
the  communities  and  in  the  States  than 
they  can  do  for  themselves.  So  I  would 
suggest  that  the  thing  to  do  is  to  reduce 
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this  and  save  this  much  money  at  this 
time. 

I  just  want  to  close  hy  saying  again 
that  we  are  under  no  contract  to  the 
States.  We  cannot  do  any  good,  in  my 
judgment,  by  passing  this  legislation  and 
ultimately  we  might  do  harm.  Most 
States — all  States — every  community  is 
more  able  financially  to  take  care  of  this 
problem  than  the  Federal  Government  is 
with  its  debt  of  $278  billion.  Here  is  an 
opportunity  for  those  who  want  to  econo¬ 
mize  to  save  about  $2  million  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Ml’.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
completely  opposed  to  the  amendment 
that  seeks  to  cut  $2  million  from  the  $5 
million  of  grants  to  the  States  under  the 
Rural  Library  Services  Act  of  June  19, 
1956,  which  this  bill  provides. 

The  Members  who  are  opposed  to  $5 
million  for  these  grants  to  the  States, 
and  who  seek  to  reduce  the  amount  from 
$5  million  to  $3  million,  argue,  generally, 
that  they  are  opposed  to  the  rural  library 
services  bill,  and,  secondly,  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  budget  for  this  item  was  $3  mil¬ 
lion  and  that,  therefore,  it  should  not  be 
raised  above  $3  million. 

However,  as  one  of  the  original  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  rural-libi-ary-services  bill  and 
as  one  who  fought  continuously  for  this 
program  from  about  1950  until  it  was 
enacted  into  law  in  1956,  I  desire  to  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  was  well 
understood  last  year  when  we  passed  the 
bill  that  it  would  require  million  to 
carry  on  the  program  each  year  for  a 
period  of  5  years. 

Now  what  happened:  Well,  the  first 
year,  that  is  in  the  fiscal  year  1957,  we 
only  provided  a  little  over  $2  million  for 
this  program.  Instead  of  $71/2  million 
we  provided  a  little  over  $2  million. 

Now,  if  we  approve  the  $5  million  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  bill,  we  will  still  be  $iy2 
million  below  the  amount  authorized  for 
the  next  fiscal  year. 

Some  of  the  Members  today  have  said 
that  this  program  most  assuredly  will  not 
be  over  at  the  end  of  5  years.  Certainly 
those  who  insist  on  cutting  the  amounts 
allowed  for  these  grants  year  after  year 
are  paving  the  way  for  the  continuance 
of  the  program,  because  it  has  been  un¬ 
derstood  all  the  way  along  that  it  will 
take  at  least  $7^^  million  per  year  for 
5  years  to  get  the  program  under  way  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  give  it  the  momen¬ 
tum  necessary  to  carry  it  on  after  the 
5-year  period. 

I  would  like  to  say  again  something 
which  I  said  on  this  floor  last  year  when 
the  bill  was  before  us :  However  great  we 
consider  ourselves  to  be,  we  build  no 
structure  on  earth  that  outlasts  a  book. 

We  are  a  country  of  great  natural  re¬ 
sources.  But  we  have  no  resource  equal 
to  the  potentialities  of  the  minds  of  the 
27  million  people  in  America  without  li¬ 
brary  service,  and  the  53  million  who  do 
not  have  an  adequate  library  service. 

Amid  what  we  call  the  prosperity  of 
these  times,  there  seems  to  be  a  willing¬ 
ness  to  neglect  the  things  of  the  mind. 
We  give  billions  of  dollars  through  fa¬ 
vored  tax  treatment  to  stimulate  our  in¬ 


dustrial  development.  We  appear  to  be 
willing  to  give  practically  nothing  to 
stimulate  the  development  of  the  minds 
of  the  boys  and  girls  of  this  Nation. 

Five  million  dollars  is  little  enough  for 
this  program.  Actually,  it  is  too  little  by 
at  least  a  million  and  a  half  dollars.  I 
urge  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  to  reject  the 
amendment  which  would  cut  the  amount 
to  $3  million. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  next  to 
the  house-to-house  mail  delivery  man 
and  rural  mail  carrier,  the  library  serv¬ 
ice  bill,  approved  by  this  Congress  unan¬ 
imously  last  year,  comes  nearer  to  the 
homes  and  nearer  to  the  lives  of  the 
American  people  than  any  other  legisla¬ 
tion  approved  by  the  Congress. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor  [Mr. 
Barden]  was  speaking  my  language 
when  he  took  the  floor  earlier  in  this  de¬ 
bate  in  defense  of  this  legislation.  It 
came  out  of  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor  despite  the  fact  that  we 
are  very  much  in  turmoil  in  that  com¬ 
mittee  over  other  basic  legislation. 

Here  is  one  piece  of  legislation  that 
the  committee  could  report  out  unani¬ 
mously.  It  came  to  be  the  law  by  reason 
of  the  unanimous  vote  on  the  floor  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  wrong  there.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky.  If  I  have  time  I  will 
get  around  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  If  I  remember  cor¬ 
rectly  we  undertook  to  pass  this  legis¬ 
lation  first  in  1950  but  lost  in  the  House 
by  either  3  or  4  votes.  Is  not  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  very  well  remember 
that.  I  was  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  offered  the  first  library  bill. 
The  one  that  passed  was  reported  out  by 
a  committee  of  which  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  LanhamI  was  chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  It  has  been  brought 
out  here  this  afternoon  in  debate  that 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  this  bill 
was  enacted  last  year  and  the  plans  only 
reached  the  States  after  January  1  of 
this  year,  in  the  1947  budget,  29  States 
now  have  taken  advantage  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  All  the  States  with 
the  exception  of  2  next  year,  at  least  46 
States  during  the  fiscal  year  1958,  will 
share  in  this  appropriation.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  the  estimate 
supplied  by  the  Library  Commission. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  And  with  46  States 
sharing  in  this  appropriation  next  year, 
if  the  appropriation  had  been  the  full 
amount  of  the  authorization  of  $7,- 
500,000,  there  would  be  at  least  $7  mil¬ 
lion  required  for  the  fiscal  year  1958 
to  put  this  program  effectively  into  oper¬ 
ation. 

The  Library  Services  Act  was  intended 
to  assist  and  encourage  the  States  in 
their  efforts  to  give  more  adequate  li¬ 
brary  services  to  rural  areas.  As  a  result 
of  this  encouragement,  46  States  have 


completed  plans  to  enlarge  their  rural 
library  services.  These  plans  were  de¬ 
veloped  and  are  now  in  the  process  of 
being  put  into  operation,  depending  on 
the  good  faith  of  Congress  in  making 
the  authorized  appropriations  for  use 
by  the  States. 

The  fact  that  the  States  were  unable 
to  bear  the  entire  burden  of  the  cost 
of  a  program  for  which  there  was  such 
a  crying  need  in  our  rural  areas,  was 
the  basic  reason  for  the  enactment  of 
.-the  Library  Services  law. 

Now,  are  we  to  show  lack  of  good 
faith  by  failing  to  appropriate  the  full 
amount  authorized  and  force  the  States 
to  drastically  curtail  their  expansion 
program?  I  for  one  feel  that  I  have  in¬ 
curred  an  obligation  to  support  the  full 
amount  of  $7,500,000  per  year,  authorized 
for  this  program.  Anything  less  than 
the  $5  million  appropriation  will  destroy 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program.  With 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program  de¬ 
stroyed,  the  Congress  could  be  con¬ 
fronted  with  appropriations  long  after 
the  5  years.  If  we  intend  to  save  the 
Government  money  and  vote  for  real 
economy,  let  us  vote  down  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  who  has 
been  an  ardent  supporter  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  His  efforts  are  deeply  appre¬ 
ciated. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  yield 
further,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the 
statement  made  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr, 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman’s  time  may  be  extended 
for  2  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  For  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
mitting  a  request  that  my  time,  be  ex¬ 
tended?  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Would 
the  gentleman  at  his  discretion  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Now  I  will  recognize 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for 
a  correction? 

■  Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  stated  that  the  bill 
passed  the  House  by  a  unanimous  vote. 
I  do  not  think  he  wants  that  to  stand, 
for  I  know  that  was  not  the  situation. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  asked  someone  over 
here  at  the  committee  desk  and  I  am  giv¬ 
ing  the  gentleman  the  answer  I  got.  I 
may  be  in  error.  If  the  vote  was  not 
unanimous,  there  was  only  a  smattering 
of  votes  against  it,  and  there  was  no  roll 
call. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  That 
is  right. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  have  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  who  got  me  the  2  minutes 
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extra  time,  but  I  would  like  to  have  an. 
opportunity  to  say  something  myself. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  It  is  my 
personal  opinion  that  this  amendment 
goes  too  deep.  I  cannot  support  an 
amendment  which  takes  $2  million  out 
of  this  item.  This  is  one  of  the  very 
few  times  I  have  opposed  a  cut  in  appro¬ 
priations,  but  I  cannot  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California.  This  is  a  very  good 
program  and  we  should  provide  the 
funds  to  make  it  operative.  I  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  would  like  to  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota.  I 
think  it  was  wrong  that  the  amendment 
was  ever  offered. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chair-man,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  think  the  statement 
was  made  a  few  minutes  ago  that  the 
State  of  Illinois  did  not  seek  any  of  these 
funds.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  State  of 
Illinois  has  approved  a  plan  under  this 
program  and  is  presently  seeking  match¬ 
ing  funds  up  to  $230,000. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  will  answer  the  gen¬ 
tleman  by  saying  that  the  State  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  Illinois  has  made  moneys  avail¬ 
able  by  an  appropriation  of  $230,178. 
They  have  filed  their  State  plan  and  are 
asking  to  have  an  equal  amount  of  Fed¬ 
eral  matching  money. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  How  many  States 
had  bookmobiles  before  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  stepped  into  the  picture? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  As  I  recall,  about  nine 
when  we  first  started  this  proposal  some 
years  ago. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  The  States  had 
been  carrying  on  for  some  time  before 
the  Federal  Government  came  in? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  that  this 
legislation  only  implements  what  those 
States  were  doing.  Illinois  had  a  pro¬ 
gram  at  that  time  and  they  found  it 
was  good.  When  they  found  out  they 
could  get  some  Federal  funds  they  en¬ 
larged  their  programs  and  have  made 
funds  available.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  speaks  the  same 
language  as  the  State  Legislature  of  Illi¬ 
nois  is  speaking.  They  made  the  money 
available. 

Mr.  MASON.  I  was  in  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  when  this  thing  was  started. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Then  the  gentleman 
ought  to  know  what  he  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  MASON.  Of  course,  every  single 
State  that  has  qualified  so  far  had  a 
setup  of  this  kind  before  the  Federal 
Government  went  in. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  wrong  there.  There  were  9  States 
some  4  or  5  years  ago  when  we  first 
started  the  proposal  to  make  Federal 
grants  in  that  particular  field. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  in  view  of  the  state¬ 
ments  that  have  been  made  regarding 


this  particular  appropi-iation  item,  I 
think  it  is  well  if  Members  of  the  House 
realize  that  this  particular  program  is 
in  a  very  early  stage  of  development  and 
that  it  is  impossible  to  tell  at  this  time 
exactly  what  amount  of  money  will  be 
made  available  by  the  various  State  leg¬ 
islatures  for  this  program  in  fiscal 
year  1958. 

If  you  will  turn  to  page  255  of  the 
hearings  conducted  by  this  committee, 
you  will  find  that  at  the  time  the  testi¬ 
mony  was  taken  there  were  some  14 
States  where  State  plans  had  been  ap¬ 
proved.  Since  that  time  there  have 
been  a  number  of  States  that  have 
secured  approval  for  their  State  plans 
here  in  the  Office  of  Education.  The 
mere  approval  of  the  State  plan  does  not 
necessarily  mean  that  each  of  the  States 
have  made  a  State  appropriation  for  this 
rural  librai-y  service  work.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  placed  $5  million  in  this  bill  as  an 
estimate  as  to  what  would  be  used  in 
fiscal  1958.  This  amoimt  could  be  all 
used  or  only  a  part  of  it  used  depending 
on  the  actions  of  State  and  local  com¬ 
munities  on  their  1958  budgets. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from.  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  The  gentleman  says 
that  at  the  time  the  testimony  was  given 
there  were  only  14  plans  of  the  various 
States  approved.  Is  he  able  to  tell  the 
committee  whether  exactly  100  percent 
more  plans'  have  been  approved  since 
that  testimony  was  given  before  the 
committee? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  believe  there  are  some 
27  that  have  been  approved  up  to  this 
time.  However,  the  approval  of  the 
Office  of  Education  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  State  legislatiures  in  those 
27  States  have  appropriated  the  funds. 
This  fact  cannot  be  determined  with 
certainty  until  the  end  of  April  or  early 
May. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  it  is  my  information,  and  I 
think  my  information  is  correct,  that  38 
States  will  participate  this  year  in  this 
$2,050,000  1957  appropriation. 

Mr,  LAIRD.  >That  may  be  approxi¬ 
mately  correct,  but  you  carmot  tell  how 
much  money  will  actually  be  made  avail¬ 
able  by  the  State  legislatures  and  local 
communities  at  this  time  for  fiscal  year 
1958.  The  15th  or  16th  State  to  receive 
approval  for  its  State  library  plan  was 
my  own  State  of  Wisconsin.  In  order  for¬ 
me  to  find  out  what  position  Wisconsin 
would  be  in  as  far  as  this  program  was 
concerned  for  1958, 1  contacted  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Wisconsin  Legislature’s  Joint 
Finance  Committee.  I  wanted  to  ascer¬ 
tain  whether  or  not  Wisconsin  was  de¬ 
pending  on  this  Federal  money.  I  re¬ 
ceived  a  wire,  which  I  have  before  me, 
that  the  finance  committee  was  divided 
6  to  6,  on  matching  any  new  Federal 
money.  Such  a  vote  means  that  new 
State  money  for  this  program  would  not 
be  approved.  This  same  situation  may 
exist  in  other  States.  For  that  reason 
the  statements  made  by  some  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  today  that  the  amount  in 
this  bill  or  the  amendment  are  not 
enough  to  match  State  appropriations 


could  be  in  error.  Certainly  by  the  time 
this  bill  is  considered  by  the  other  body 
our  estimates  as  to  the  matching  funds 
by  the  States  will  be  much  more  of  a 
certainty. 

The  mere  approval  of  a  State  plan 
here  in  Washington  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  State  legislatures  or  local 
units  of  government  will  follow  through 
and  make  appropriations  available  for 
the  program  called  for  in  the  State  plan 
in  fiscal  year  1958. 

I  would  like  to  further  state  that  the 
State  plans  which  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  referred  to  do  not  require 
the  approval  of  the  State  legislature  in 
each  of  the  48  States  but  are  merely  a 
plan  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Education 
by  the  executive  agencies  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  States.  The  State  legislature  acts 
through  its  various  finance  committees 
in  each  of  our  States,  and  it  may  be  that 
this  program  is  running  into  the  same 
sort  of  difficulties  in  other  States  as 
seems  to  be  indicated  by  the  joint  fi¬ 
nance  committee  of  the  Wisconsin  legis¬ 
lature  in  our  State. 

Sometimes  here  in  Washington  we  get 
out  of  tune  with  the  feelings  of  local 
units  of  government. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  The  gentleman  does 
not  intend  to  tell  the  committee  that  38 
States  will  not  submit  plans  and  be  able 
to  match  Federal  money? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  My  statement  was  that 
it  is  impossible  at  this  time  to  tell 
whether  the  State  legislatures  and  local 
units  of  government  in  those  38  States 
will  make  available  the  funds  called  for 
in  the  State  plans  in  fiscal  year  1958. 
That  was  the  only  statement  I  made. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  The  gentleman  is 
aware  that  the  estimate  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  was  that  it  would  take  $6,581,000 
for  this  program. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Based  on  the  State  plans 
not  on  actual  appropriations. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  Department  could 
give  no  estimate  as  to  the  exact  amount 
of  funds  which  would  be  made  availa¬ 
ble  by  the  States  for  this  particular  work. 
Of  course,  it  must  be  pointed  out,  too, 
that  as  this  plan  was  brought  before  the 
Congress  in  the  last  session,  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor,  on  the 
basis  that  it  would  increase  State  and 
local  activities.  These  particular  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  would  be  matched  by  both 
the  State  and  local  governments  through 
increased  local  appropriations.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  agrees 
with  me  that  at  this  time  we  cannot  ex¬ 
actly  estimate  the  amount  of  these  new 
funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  I  am  sorry  that  my 
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good  friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California,  offered  this  particular 
amendment.  I  do  not  know  how  his  mail 
is  running,  but  certainly  I  have  been  get¬ 
ting  some  rather  extensive  mail  from  the 
State  of  CaUfornia,  all  very  much  op¬ 
posed  to  any  reduction  in  this  particular 
appropriation;  in  fact,  in  most  cases  it 
has  indicated  a  feeling  that  it  should 
have  been  a  larger  appropriation.  I,  too, 
am  concerned  with  every  reduction  that 
we  can  possibly  make,  but  this  seems 
again  to  me  to  be  a  case  of  ovei-zealous- 
ness.  I  also  just  had  an  opportunity  to 
look  over  the  record  on  the  passage,  on 
May  7  last  year,  of  the  Library  Services 
Act.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Vursell]  was  down  here  today  and  made 
a  very  strong  plea  against  this,  dnd  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  but  at  the  time  this  bill 
was  under  consideration — and  I  have 
just  surveyed  the  record  in  the  last  half- 
hour — apparently  the  gentleman  did  not 
feel  called  upon  at  that  time  to  oppose 
the  legislation.  I  will  say  this  for  an¬ 
other  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
son],  he  very  vigorously  opposed  this  leg¬ 
islation  at  the  time,  and  certainly  I 
admire  the  gentleman  for  being  com¬ 
pletely  consistent  today.  But  it  seems  to 
me  that  last  year  on  May  7  would  have 
been  the  time  to  have  made  sure  that  we 
would  not  have  been  faced  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  appropriation  simply  by  having 
killed  the  proposed  legislation  at  the 
time.  I  do  not  find — and  I  may  be 
wrong;  I  may  have  overlooked  it — I  do 
not  find  the  name  of  my  friend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hiestand] 
in  opposition  on  that  day,  either. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  idea  from  the  past  record  of 
this*  Congress  that  this  program,  if  it  is 
given  the  funds  that  it  asked  for,  has  any 
possibility  of  being  terminated  at  the 
end  of  5  years? 

Mr.  SISK.  Well,  I  realize,  of  course, 
I  will  say  to  the  gentleman,  that  no 
Congress  can  bind  a  future  Congress, 
and  it  may  be  that  Congress  at  the  end 
of  this  program  or  a  Congress  sometime 
in  the  future  might  feel  called  upon  to 
continue  the  program.  I  just  do  not 
know.  I  know  that  it  is  a  very  popular 
program. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  served  with  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Landrum] 
and  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Mrs. 
Green]  on  this  subcommittee  that 
studied  this  program.  We  felt  that  if 
we  could  build  a  fire  for  5  years,  and 
have  $714  million  to  do  it,  we  would  be 
able  to  end  the  program  forever. 

Mrs.  Gray,  of  the  National  Parents  and 
Teachers  Association,  came  before  the 
committee  and  she  reminded  us  of  the 
great  work  that  Carnegie  had  done,  go¬ 
ing  out  into  the  local  communities  and 
providing  libraries,  turning  them  over  to 
the  local  commimities  for  their  support. 


This  subcommittee,  of  which  I  was  a 
member,  came  before  this  Congress  and 
said,  “If  you  will  give  us  the  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  5-year  program,  the  program 
will  be  over  and  we  will  not  come  back 
and  ask  you  for  any  more  money.  But 
if  you  deprive  us  of  that,  and  starve  this 
young  program  of  the  necessary  money, 
the  $7^/4  million,  then  who  knows  how 
long  it  will  take  to  build  the  fire  that  we 
hope  to  build  in  the  local  commimities.” 

Mr.  SISK.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Montana.  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
clude  my  statement  by  saying  that  I 
hope  we  will  vote  down  this  particular 
amendment,  because  I  think  this  is  a 
vital  program,  it  is  a  good  program,  and 
certainly  the  Congress  as  recently  as  only 
a  year  ago  endorsed  this  program.  It 
would  be  my  hope  that  we  would  keep 
the  program  going  and  do  everything 
we  possibly  can  to  improve  the  educa¬ 
tional  and  the  library  facilities  of  our 
country. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  argument  has 
brought  up  several  questions  which  are 
of  interest.  While  sitting  here  with  my 
colleague  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Knox], 
and  he  called  my  attention  to  the  fact 
that  throughout  the  debate  on  the  bill 
we  have  many  times  been  told  that  the 
Congress  had  authorized  a  program  and 
therefore  we  would  have  to  go  along  with 
whatever  was  in  the  budget,  or  approxi¬ 
mately  that.  Told  that  because  there 
was  an  authorized  project  by  that  action 
we  became  obligated  to  make  appropria¬ 
tions  sufficient  to  carry  it  on  indefinitely, 
and  also,  from  time  to  time  expand  it. 

These  programs  grow.  They  put  Topsy 
to  shame  when  it  comes  to  growing. 
Nor  is  referring  to  the  tendency  of  the 
snowball  to  increase  an  apt  Illustration. 
An  avalanche  started  by  the  passage  of 
a  bird  is  more  accurate.  This  program 
was  just  recently  adopted.  We  should 
keep  in  mind  the  statement  that  so  often 
is  made  when  there  is  an  authorization 
before  us.  We  are  then  told,  we  have 
been  told  time  and  time  again,  when 
asked  to  support  an  authorization,  that 
it  is  not  an  appropriation  and  does  not 
in  any  way  bind  us.  That  passing  an 
authorization  does  not  mean  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  agree  to  an  appropriation. 
Then  when  the  appropriation  bill  comes 
to  us  we  are  confronted  with  the  fact 
that  we  authorized  the  project.  We  are 
then  told  that  we  have  by  the  authoriza¬ 
tion,  made  a  promise,  we  must  keep  our 
word,  not  violate  what  we  are  told  is  a 
contract  with  the  States.  It  makes  the 
whole  procedure  a  little  confusing. 

The  Member  of  the  House  from  the 
Fourth  District  of  Michigan  listened  very 
carefully  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  the  chairman  of  our  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  and  Labor  [Mr. 
Barden]  .  I  had  no  difficulty  whatever  in 
going  along  with  everything  the  gentle¬ 
man  said  except  his  conclusions. 
Throughout  the  years  he  has  many  times 
stated  that  he  was  in  favor  of  the  States 
exercising  their  rights  as  reserved  to 


them  by  the  Constitution.  The  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  wish  control  of  State  poli¬ 
cies  or  acts  by  the  Federal  Government, 
that  has  been  the  position  of  many  of  us. 
But  here  today  the  gentleman  is  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  Federal  Library  program 
contribution  by  the  Federal  Government. 
I  wonder  if  the  distinguished  gentleman, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor,  who  is  doing  such  a 
remarkably  fine  job,  holding  the  line  for 
the  States  rights  people,  for  constitu¬ 
tional  government  realizes  what  this 
item  in  this  bill  would  do  to  that  doc¬ 
trine.  The  Federal  Government  puts  its 
money  into  the  program.  Beyond  ques¬ 
tion  the  Federal  Government  will  exer¬ 
cise  some  control  over  the  books  and 
publications  that  will  be  circulated 
through  that  library,  unless  the  gentle¬ 
man  goes  along  with  those  States  which 
are  now  in  effect  saying  and  announcing 
publicly  that  they  will  not  follow  the  re¬ 
cent  Supreme  Court  decision  on  segre¬ 
gation. 

If  the  Federal  Government  partici¬ 
pates  in  this  program,  does  anyone 
have  any  idea,  can  anyone  say  with  any 
degree  of  assurance,  what  kind  of  books 
will  be  in  that  circulating  library?  No, 
no.  The  children  in  the  South  in  those 
backwoods  30  miles  from  the  city,  way, 
way  back  down  and  along  the  country 
road,  they  will  not  be  reading  Uncle 
Tom’s  Cabin,  they  will  be  reading 
Huckleberry  Finn  or  Tom  Sawyer  or  Pen- 
rod  or  Seventeen,  they  will  be  reading 
those  books  rather  than  the  publications 
put  out  by  the  leftwingers,  by  those 
writers  who  find  it  profitable  to  stir  up 
discord  and  strife,  if  Washington  has 
something  to  say  about  it  and  official 
Washington  will  have  much  to  say.  The 
gentleman’s  constituents,  big  and  little, 
old  and  young,  will  be  reading/ trouble¬ 
making  trash.  They  will  be  reading 
something  which  preaches  desegi’egation, 
which  may  be  all  right  and  which  may 
be  all  wrong.  But  I  just  wonder  if  the 
distinguished  chairman  thought  of  that 
when  he  advocated  the  extension  of  this 
program. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Will  you  get  me  a 
half  a  minute,  or  1  minute? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Yes,  I  will. 

Mr.  MASON.  I  will  get  you  some  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Well,  I  do  not  want 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman.  I  want  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  to  whom  I  just 
i-eferred.  All  right,  now  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  just  wanted  to  reply 
to  the  gentleman.  You  asked  me  if  I  had 
given  thought  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  certainly  have  given 
a  lot  of  thought  to  this  bill.  If  I 
thought  for  one  moment  that  the  Federal 
Government  would  have  one  thing  in 
this  world  to  do  with  the  selection  of  the 
books,  or  that  this  program  would  be 
controlled  by  any  other  than  where  it  is 
now  being  controlled,  then  I  expect  I 
would  be  in  the  same  corner  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  am  States  rights  through  and 
through,  and  I  think  the  gentleman  is 
fast  joining  me. 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Joining  you?  I  am 
•with  the  gentleman  on  this  issue.  He  has 
been  a  consistent  and  aggressive  advo¬ 
cate  of  sound  government  and  policy. 
Many  things  of  value  have  I  learned 
from  the  gentleman  both  in  committee 
and  in  the  House.  It  has  been  a  pleas¬ 
ure  and  profitable  in  a  legislative  way 
to  follow  him  on  occasion. 

Mr.  MASON.  Now  will  the  gentleman 
yield?  I  want  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  get  the  gentleman  more  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  cannot  yield  for 
that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  would  like  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  have 
about  3  minutes  more. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  must 
admonish  the  gentleman  that  yesterday 
he  made  a  point  of  order  about  Mem¬ 
bers  referring  to  other  Members  in  the 
second  person.  He  has  violated  that  rule 
today. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Wait  a  minute.  I 
do  not  know  whether  the  transcript  will 
show  that  or  not.  It  probably  will.  I 
tried  each  time  to  say  “the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Georgia,”  or  “the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor.”  If  I  ever  say 
“you,”  I  will  welcome  the  suggestion  of 
the  Chair  that  I  come  to  order.  The 
rule  has  been  violated  at  least  50  times 
today  without  any  suggestion  from  the 
Chairman  that  I  have  heard  that  the 
rule  be  observed.  Permit  me  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Chairman  for  his  vigilance 
and  diligence  on  this  occasion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  permission  pre¬ 
viously  granted  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks,  permit  me  to  attempt  to  con¬ 
clude  at  least  a  part  of  the  argument 
which  was  in  my  mind  when  I  arose  to 
address  the  Committee. 

As  to  other  Members  of  the  House,  to 
me  have  come  many  letters,  some  re¬ 
questing,  some  demanding,  that  I  vote 
for  the  increased  appropriation  to  carry 
on  the  library  program.  Usually,  these 
letters  have  commended  me  for  my  econ¬ 
omy  record  and  have  urgently  requested, 
sometimes  demanded,  that  the  Congress 
reduce  the  budget. 

Often  the  letters  call  attention  to  the 
huge  public  debt;  to  what  the  writers 
consider  not  only  an  exorbitant  but  a 
wasteful  foreign-aid  program;  to  the 
grievous  tax  burden  which  we  have 
placed  upon  them. 

It  is  obvious,  as  the  President  so  well 
said  at  his  last  news  conference,  that 
there  can  be  neither  a  reduction  of  the 
public  debt  nor  a  substantial  cut  in  the 
budget  nor  a  lessening  of  the  tax  burden 
if  we  are  to  continue  many  of  the  help¬ 
ful  and  desirable  programs  which  have 
been  suggested  either  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  or  by  individual  Members  of  Con¬ 


gress,  but  which  are  not  necessary  and 
which  we  cannot  afford. 

Listening  to  the  debate  on  this  bill 
during  the  last  few  days  causes  me  to 
wonder  how  Washington,  Franklin,  and 
all  the  others  who  lived  and  distinguished 
themselves  in  those  days  were  able  to 
exist  without  the  aid  of  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  related  agencies. 

Yes,  the  Member  from  Michigan  re¬ 
members  that  history  tells  us  that,  when 
Washington  lost  his  teeth,  all  he  was 
able  to  get  to  replace  them  were  wooden 
substitutes.  We  recall  that  it  is  reported 
that,  when  he  fell  ill,  the  top  physicians 
of  those  days  bled  him  to  death. 

No  one  is  suggesting  that  we,  as  a  peo¬ 
ple  or  as  individuals,  make  no  effort  to 
improve  our  situation,  increase  our  ad¬ 
vantages.  On  the  other  hand,  in  view 
of  the  record  which  has  been  made,  it 
seems  absurd  to  assume  that  we  now  can¬ 
not  live,  prosper,  be  happy,  and  con¬ 
tented,  except  as  we  grievously  tax  one 
segment  of  the  population  to  support 
another  segment. 

Especially  is  this  true  when  we  know 
that,  by  so  doing  we  actually  hinder 
progress  by  taking  away  the  incentive  to 
work,  practice  thrift,  so  that  the  dollars 
we  save  can  be  used  for  expansion,  new 
industries,  the  creation  of  more  jobs. 

To  mind  comes  the  example  of  Lin¬ 
coln,  who,  we  are  told,  at  times  lived 
miles  from  a  school;  who  had  but  a  half 
dozen  books  during  his  youth.  He  cer¬ 
tainly  had  no  electric  light  to  aid  him 
with  his  studies. 

No  one  contends  that  we  all  are  or  can 
be  Lincolns.  But  each  of  us  can,  if  he 
so  desires,  get  a  worthwhile  and  suffi¬ 
cient  education  without  any  aid  from  the 
Federal  Government. 

Another  angle  of  this  program,  one  to 
which  reference  was  previously  made 
and  called  to  the  attention  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Barden], 
was  the  kind  and  the  quality  of  the  books 
which  it  is  almost  certain  will  get  into 
these  libraries  which,  as  he  said,  will  be 
carried,  through  Federal  aid,  to  the  chil¬ 
dren  who  live  on  the  back  or  side  roads. 

One  of  the  very  helpful  acts  of  the 
good  wife,  with  whom  I  have  Lived  for 
more  than  57  years,  is  to  go  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  library  each  week,  where  she  gets 
for  me  what  are  called  “westerns.” 

Tired  after  a  day’s  work  on  the  floor 
and  in  the  House;  not  enjoying  golf, 
cocktail  parties,  or  social  events,  my  rec¬ 
reation  is  in  part  at  least  the  reading 
of  the  westerns.  They  replace  to  some 
extent  Jay  Fenimore  Cooper’s  Last  of 
the  Mohicans,  The  Prairie,  Oak  Open¬ 
ings,  The  Spy — yes,  several  others. 

Zane  Grey’s  novels  long  provided  me 
with  pleasure  and  a  drowsiness  which  let 
me  drift  off  for  a  peaceful  rest  and  re¬ 
cuperation. 

Recently,  however,  on  several  occa¬ 
sions,  when  the  good  wife  was  asked  as 
to  which  of  the  westerns  she  had  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  library,  she  has  sug¬ 
gested  that  I  skip  certain  books,  because, 
as  she  said,  “You  won’t  care  to  read 
them.”  Without  asking,  I  know  to  what 
she  refers — this  for  the  reason  that,  over 
the  last  few  years,  many  of  these  other¬ 
wise  worthwhile  westerns,  on  page  after 


page,  have  carried  obscene,  profane,  and 
suggestive  words,  sentences,  and  para¬ 
graphs. 

As  to  the  suggestive  passages,  there 
might  be  a  difference  of  opinion,  but  for 
the  dirty,  obscene,  vulgar  and  profane 
language,  there  should  be  no  excuse. 

Yet  these  books  are  in  the  public  li¬ 
brary.  They  are  available  to  the  young, 
those  in  formative  state  of  mind,  as 
well  as  to  the  older  people  who  have 
sense  enough  to  lay  them  aside  or  to 
disregard  their  content. 

Public-spirited  citizens  of  Michigan, 
parents  and  others,  who  were  alarmed  at 
the  spread  of  youthful  delinquency, 
through  the  action  of  thoughtful  legis¬ 
lators,  obtained  the  enactment  of  a  State 
statute  barring  what  was  considered  to 
be  profane  or  obscene  publications. 

Just  recently,  the  United  States  Su¬ 
preme  Court  declared  our  Michigan  stat¬ 
ute  unconstitutional  because  it  violated 
the  first  amendment  guaranteeing  a  free 
press  and  free  speech. 

My  memory  is  that  one  of  the  reasons 
was  that,  even  though  the  publications 
might  be  unsuitable  or  even  unfit  for 
youth  to  read,  because  free  speech  was 
a  constitutional  guaranty,  the  rights  of 
adults  under  the  first  amendment  could 
not  be  infringed,  even  though  the  pur¬ 
pose  was  to  protect  the  youth  of  the  land. 

On  the  same  theoiw  it  might  be  said 
that  some  of  our  criminal  statutes  might 
restrain  youth  but  could  not  restrict  the 
freedom  of  the  adult . 

The  Court  which  rendered  the  decision 
referred  to  is  the  same  Court  which  held 
that  a  slight  beating  on  the  picket  line 
was  excusable  because,  in  the  words  of 
one  of  the  Justices; 

The  right  of, free  speech  cannot  be  denied 
by  drawing  from  a  trivial  rough  incident 
or  a  moment  of  animal  exuberance  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  otherwise  peaceful  picketing  has 
the  taint  of  force.  (Milk  Wagon  Drivers 
Union  v.  Meadowmoor  Dairies  (312  U.  S. 
293).) 

It  is  the  same  Court,  some  may  recall, 
which  a  few  years  ago  held  that  an  act 
passed  by  the  Congress  to  outlaw  racke¬ 
teering  applied  only  to  racketeering  by 
the  Dillinger  type  of  criminal — not  to  ex¬ 
tortion  which  was  an  established  union 
practice. 

True,  as  some  may  argue,  we  should 
first  consider  the  interests  of  our  own 
people  before  extending  aid  aggregating 
billions  to  other  nations.  But  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  we  should  leave  the  attempt 
to  reduce  Federal  expenditures  until 
after  consideration  of  the  bill  extending 
foreign  aid  is  beside  the  point. 

We  should  cut  the  budget  all  along  the 
line,  until  the  total  is  within  our  ability 
to  pay.  In  my  judgment,  the  fact,  if  it  be 
a  fact,  that  foreign  aid  will  be  drastically 
cut  is  no  reason  for  leaving  larger  than 
necessary  amounts  in  our  domestic  pro¬ 
grams  or  for  going  along  with  new  pro¬ 
grams,  however  desirable,  while  the  tax 
burden  is  so  grievous,  the  interest-bear¬ 
ing  debt  so  large. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
riew  of  the  agreement  we  entered  into 
that  the  Committee  would  rise  between 
3  and  3:30,  when  we  finish  this  amend¬ 
ment  it  will  be  our  intention  to  do  that. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  the  pending  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  close  at  5  minutes 
past  3,  the  last  2  minutes  to  be  reserved 
to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
been  asked  to  think  this  library  appro¬ 
priation  through  very  carefully.  That 
is  what  I  have  been  doing.  I  would  like 
to  offer  my  thinking  briefly — and  I  will 
be  brief. 

In  the  First  Utah  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict,  there  are  25  counties.  That  is  the 
district  I  represent.  Nineteen  of  those 
counties  are  in  the  drought  area  and 
rural  people  are  in  distress.  The  great 
State  of  Utah  is  owned  to  the  extent  of 
72  percent  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Most  of  the  Federal  land  is  in  these  25 
counties.  The  people  in  these  rural 
areas  and  throughout  our  whole  State 
are  making  a  greater  effort  than  any 
State  in  the  Union  except  two  for  edu¬ 
cation  and  for  the  enlightenment  of 
their  children.  They  have  been  trying 
for  4  or  5  terms  of  the  State  legislature 
to  get  help  for  their  libraries,  but  the 
legislation  has  failed  every  time  until 
now.  The  authorization  bill  we  passed 
last  year  was  just  the  help  they  needed. 
This  month'  'our  legislature  passed  a 
measure  providing  $100,000  out  of  prop¬ 
erty  taxes,  which  they  can  illy  afford,  to 
match  Federal  library  funds  which 
shows  that  they  love  their  children  more 
than  they  love  things.  The  legislature 
appropriated  that  money  and  passed  an 
act  which  enabled  our  State  to  benefit 
by  this  authorization  bill  of  Congress. 

I  hope  after  they  made  this  sacrifice 
we  are  not  going  to  break  faith  with 
them  by  turning  our  backs  on  them. 
This  bill  has  already  been  cut  from 
$7,500,000  to  $5  million  and  this  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  oppose,  would  take  it 
down  to  $3  million.  It  is  too  severe  a 
cut.  It  is  uneconomical  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  once  in  a  while  a  story 
does  not  hurt  so  I  will  just  tell  a  short 
story  and  then  I  will  sit  down. 

I  was  raised  in  the  adobe  yard  district 
where  people  are  poor.  During  the  de¬ 
pression,  we  had  a  neighbor  who  was 
very  sick.  *We  told  him  to  go  to  a  doctor. 
He  told  us  he  could  not  afford  it.  We 
raised  a  little  money  and  demanded  that 
he  go  to  the  doctor.  The  doctor  put 
barium  in  his  stomach  and  took  X-ray 
pictures  of  his  stomach.  He  called  my 
neighbor  in  after  a  couple  of  days  and 
said,  “I  have  to  restrict  your  diet.”  This 
neighbor  of  mine  said,  “No,  Doctor,  don’t, 
please.”  “Yes,”  the  doctor  said,  “you 
will  die  unless  I  restrict  your  diet.”  Well, 
this  neighbor  said,  “O.  K.  All  I  get  to 
eat  now  is  suckers  and  watercress. 
Which  are  you  going  to  take  away  from 
me?”  Mr.  Chainnan,  that  is  about  the 
case  with  these  children’s  book  funds. 
I  am  not  a  bit  afraid  of  enlightenment. 
There  are  all  too  many  of  our  boys  being 
rejected  from  the  Army  and  from  the 


military  services  because  they  have  not 
had  educational  privileges.  I  think  this 
cut  of  $2  million  is  uneconomical  econ¬ 
omy.  I  am  against  the  amendment,  and 
I  am  all  for  the  recommendation  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  May  we  interpret 
the  gentleman’s  remarks  to  mean  that 
he  is  in  favor  of  the  general  principle 
of  Federal  aid  to  education? 

Mr.  DIXON.  Absolutely.  That  is  for 
school  construction  for  the  next  3  or  4 
years. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  I  just  wanted  to  get 
the  gentleman  on  record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
I  Mr.  Gavin]. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  call  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  the  fact  that  we  have  spent  about 
as  much  time  on  this  minor  amend¬ 
ment — several  million — as  we  spent  on 
the  entire  foreign-aid  bill  last  year  car¬ 
rying  about  $4  billion,  or  $4  thousand 
million.  If  we  gave  a  like  consideration 
to  the  foreign-aid  bill  when  it  comes 
before  the  House,  you  might  effect  con¬ 
siderable  saving  that  would  really  re¬ 
duce  the  budget. 

I  also  want  to  remind  you  that  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  is  a  thousand  thousand  dol¬ 
lars;  and  a  billion  dollars  is  a  thousand 
million  dollars.  If  you  want  to  effect 
a  real  dent  in  the  budget  when  the  for¬ 
eign-aid  bill  comes  on  the  floor  carrying 
$4  billion,  just  cut  it  $2  thousand  million 
and  you  will  be  making  a  real  contribu¬ 
tion.  I  hope  you  will  spend  as  much 
time  in  the  careful  consideration  of  that 
bill  as  you  are  spending  on  this  school- 
library  program  here. 

A  great  many  of  my  friends  on  my  side 
of  the  aisle  have  voted  consistently 
against  foreign  aid,  but  last  year  when 
President  Eisenhower  was  running  on  a 
program  of  peace,  progress,  and  pros¬ 
perity,  some  of  these  same  gentlemen 
who  are  now  economy  minded  gave  the 
program  real  support  and  voted  for  for¬ 
eign  aid  programs  they  had  never  sup¬ 
ported  before.  When  we  reach  debate 
on  the  foreign-aid  bill  where  you  can  do 
some  real  cutting,  I  am  going  to  be 
watching  the  voting,  and  you  are  going 
to  have  that  opportunity  to  be  recorded. 
I  am  going  to  watch  the  position  they 
take  this  time  on  the  cuts  in  the  foreign- 
aid  bill  where  real  economies  can  be 
made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Thomp¬ 
son  of  New  Jersey  yielded  his  time  to  Mr. 
Gavin.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for 
a  consent  request? 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
extend  my  remarks  following  those  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania.  ■ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  GAVIN.  I  want  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  to  these  foreign-aid 
programs  that  I  consistently  opposed  for 
10  or  more  years  unsuccessfuly,  that  I 
have  made  several  official  trips  to  Europe 
as  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  and  I  want  to  say,  after  ob¬ 
serving  conditions  in  Europe,  that  I  can 
take  you  to  places  in  some  parts  of  my 
district  the  like  of  which  I  did  not  see 
anywhere  in  Europe.  There  economic 
recovery  is  about  complete.  When  it 
comes  to  the  rehabilitation  of  opera 
houses,  the  building  of  railroad  stations, 
the  building  of  highway  projects,  water¬ 
way  projects,  flood-control  projects,  and 
every  conceivable  project  in  other  coun¬ 
tries,  many  seem  to  go  all  out;  in  fact, 
foreign  aid  has  now  become  a  part  of 
our  annual  budget  so  let  us  not  get  too 
wrought  up  over  this  library  project. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Not  at  this  point,  as  I 
have  but  a  minute  and  a  half. 

Foreign  aid,  it  would  appear,  is  now 
part  of  our  regular  budget  and  is  just  as 
much  considered  as  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  judiciary  or  agriculture  or 
public  works  or  any  department  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  has  become  accepted  as 
part  of  our  budget.  You  accept  it;  not 
me.  In  fact,  there  is  talk  now  about 
10-year  foreign-aid  programs.  Two  bil¬ 
lion  off  foreign  aid  would  make  a  nice 
tax  reduction  for  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has 
expired. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Does  some  generous 
Member  want  to  yield  me  his  time?  No 
offers,  so  I  can  go  no  further. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  a  sponsor  of  the  Library 
Services  Act,  I  was  pleased  to  see  that 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
increased  the  appropriation  for  the  Li- 
brai'y  Services  Act  by  $2  million  over  the 
amount  recommended  in  the  budget. 
This  important  program,  which  came 
into  being  in  1956,  has  progressed  splend¬ 
idly  in  this  first  year  of  operation.  I 
urge  the  membership  to  vote  the  $5 
million,  which  was  recommended  by  the 
committee  for  the  Library  Services  Act 
grants  to  the  States  for  rural  library 
services. 

The  legislation  became  law  last  June 
19  when  the  President  affixed  his  signa¬ 
ture  to  it.  The  fall  was  devoted  to  get¬ 
ting  the  program  underway.  Two  peo¬ 
ple  from  each  of  the  State  library  agen¬ 
cies  attended  1  of  4  regional  conferences 
held  to  acquaint  these  persons  with  the 
administration  of  the  program,  the  legal 
interpretations  of  the  new  law,  and  the 
methods  of  submitting  their  State  plan. 
The  State  agency  personnel  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  see  and  discuss  the  tentative 
regulations.  It  was  the  early  part  of  De¬ 
cember  before  the  regulations  were  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  it  was 
almost  the  end  of  December  before  the 
States  received  the  forms  necessary  in 
submitting  their  plan.  In  spite  of  this, 
there  are  already  38  State  plans  on  file, 
including  2  territorial  plans.  Twenty- 
six  of  these  have  been  approved  and  al- 
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ready  have  their  State  plan  in  operation. 
My  own  State  was  one  of  the  first  to  have 
its  plan  approved. 

You  will  recall  that  last  year  only 
$2,050,000  was  appropriated  for  this 
program  in  the  closing  days  of  the  ses¬ 
sion.  This  allowed  each  State  only  the 
basic  amount  of  $40,000  for  the  current 
year.  This  year  the  President’s  budget 
recommended  only  $3  million,  very  little 
more  than  that  appropriated  last  year. 
We  all  know  that  this  recommended 
amount  was  made  up  last  fall,  before  a 
single  State  plan  had  been  approved. 
We  know  now  that  the  States  are  ready 
for  this  program  and  should  be  given 
sufficient  funds  to  do  the  job  authorized 
by  this  law.  I  really  feel  the  full  amount 
of  the  authorization,  $7,500,000,  should 
be  appropi'iated.  However,  in  view  of 
the  economy  drive,  I  will  support  the  $5 
million  recommended  in  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]  is 
recognized. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks 
immediately  following  those  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Dakota. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  been  listening  for  the  last  4  days 
to  these  attacks  that  have  been  made 
on  what  I  regard  as  programs  essential 
in  the  interest  of  human  welfare,  and  I 
was  about  to  conclude  that  economy  is 
now  the  chief  end  of  man.  So  it  came  as 
something  of  a  surprise  to  me  last  night 
when  I  took  a  look  at  the  Scriptures  and 
discovered  that  neither  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  nor  in  the  New  Testament  is  the 
word  “economy”  mentioned  a  single  time. 

What  I  did  find  is  that  the  chief  virtues 
are  summarized  by  the  Apostle  Paul  as 
“faith,  hope,  and  charity,”  and  “the 
greatest  of  these,”  he  said,  is  charity. 

I  know  that  the  Members  of  Congress 
want  to  keep  their  politics  consistent 
with  their  religion.  Since  there  seems 
to  be  little  chance  of  convincing  some 
gentlemen  that  charity  is  still  a  virtue 
worth  preserving,  I  am  wondering  if  we 
should  not  revise  the  Scriptures  to  read : 
“Faith,  hope,  and  economy,  and  the 
greatest  of  these  is  economy”? 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  to  cut  $2 
million  from  the  appropriation  to  im¬ 
plement  the  Library  Services  Act. 

I  know  what  pressures  have  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  committee  to  reduce  the 
President’s  budget  requests.  I  deeply 
appreciate  the  fact  that  in  response  to 
the  pleas  of  many  Members — including 
myself — the  committee  increased  library 
funds  from  $3  million  to  $5  million. 
This  was  fine  and  courageous  action.  I 
hope  the  House  will  not  nullify  it  by  cut¬ 
ting  the  Library  funds  back  to  the  low 
and  inadequate  figure  in  the  budget  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  need  the  great 
benefits  from  the  Library  Services  Act  in 


Idaho — and  we  need  them  now.  More 
than  half  of  the  population  of  my  State 
has  no  library  service  at  all. 

Our  State  legislature,  which  has  just 
adjourned,  increased  the  budget  of  our 
State  library  board  by  150  percent  in  an¬ 
ticipation  of  Federal  assistance.  Local 
organizations,  such  as  the  Jaycees  and 
the  State  Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs-, 
are  standing  by  to  conduct  statewide 
drives  to  collect  additional  funds  if  they 
are  needed. 

Remarks  of  other  Members  today  in¬ 
dicate  that  there  is  similar  support  for 
the  program  throughout  the  country. 
We  must  make  the  most  of  the  people’s 
enthusiasm  and  will  to  work  by  appro¬ 
priating  enough  money  to  make  the  li¬ 
brary  services  program  a  going  concern. 

A  strong,  robust  library  system  is  just 
as  important  as  a  strong  highway  sys¬ 
tem.  Books  are  a  vital  force  in  molding 
the  character  of  our  young,  and  in  giving 
mind-stretching  opportunities  to  our 
adults.  In  this  progressive  and  prosper¬ 
ous  country  of  ours  all  people  should  have 
access  to  libraries — all  people  should 
know  the  joys  and  educational  values  of 
borrowing  and  reading  good  books. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  genUeman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Johansen]. 

(Mr.  JOHANSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment. 
First  of  all  I  want  to  say,  in  response  to 
the  gentleman  who  has  just  spoken,  that 
economy  is  charity  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  toward  the  taxpayers. 
That  is  the  kind  of  charity  I  favor. 

It  seems  to  me  that  some  of  my  good 
people  back  home  have  an  impression — 
at  least  I  am  afraid  they  have — that  in 
the  last  3  or  4  days  we  have  been  cutting 
Government  spending.  Of  course,  that 
is  a  completely  mistaken  impression. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  about  all 
we  have  been  doing  is  cutting  some  of  the 
increases  in  the  expenditures  that  are 
proposed  in  the  budget.  The  best  that 
we  have  done,  with  possibly  1  or  2  ex¬ 
ceptions,  is  to  hold  the  line  back  to  the 
1957  fiscal  year  budget.  So  we  are  not 
doing  very  much  in  the  way  of  cutting 
actual  expenditures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  do  not  adopt  the 
amendment  that  has  been  offered,  so  far 
as  this  particular  instance  is  concerned, 
we  will  be  increasing  the  current  year’s 
appropriation  by  2 1/2  times.  If  we  adopt 
the  amendment  we  will  be  cutting  it  back 
to  $3  million  which  will  still  be  a  50-per¬ 
cent  increase  over  the  current  year’s 
budget.  So  we  are  still  not  doing  any 
real  saving. 

What  we  have  here  is  a  perfect  ex¬ 
ample  of  a  good  cause  and  a  good  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  being  brought  under  Federal 
subsidy  and  Federal  expenditures  where 
it  does  not  belong,  in  my  judgment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Mason]. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  Members  of 
the  House  to  the  fact  that  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  today  we  have  been  warned 
that  this  program  is  a  program  to  apply 


force  to  the  States,  to  build  a  fire  under 
the  States,  to  make  the  States  do  what 
Uncle  Sam  thinks  they  ought  to  do. 

Let  me  also  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  no  one  questions  the  essentiality  of 
this  library  work.  We  are  all  agreed  it 
is  essential  and  we  want  it.  The  ques¬ 
tion  simply  is.  Whose  duty  and  whose 
responsibility  is  it  to  provide  these  essen¬ 
tial  services? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  ’The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Byrnes]. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  enjoyed  the  lecture  on  con¬ 
sistency  given  to  us  by  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota.  I  rise  only  to  call 
his  attention  and  the  attention  of  some 
of  my  friends  on  the  Democrat  side  that 
it  was  just  a  little  over  2  weeks  ago, 
on  March  12  to  be  exact,  that  they  put 
on  a  great  battle  and  we  heard  many 
lectures  about  economy  and  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  reducing  the  President’s  budget. 
’They  went  on  record  specifically,  and  let 
me  quote  the  very  beginning  of  the  reso¬ 
lution  that  was  sponsored  and  promoted 
by  the  other  side  of  the  aisle : 

The  House  of  Representatives  must  In  the 
public  Interest  make  substantial  reductions 
in  the  President's  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958. 

Please  note  the  use  of  the  word  “must.” 

Now,  may  I  remind  my  friends  that 
all  the  amendment  before  the  House  at¬ 
tempts  to  do  is  to  bring  the  amount  to 
be  appropriated  for  this  function  down 
to  the  amount  recommended  in  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  budget.  The  committee  increased 
the  budget  amount  by  $2  million. 

How  are  you  going  to  reduce  the 
budget  by  increasing  items  in  it?  Let 
us  have  some  consistency.  If  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  say  that  the  budget  must  be 
reduced,  we  better  not  be  promoting  and 
voting  for  increases  in  that  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Hiestand]. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairmait-,  we 
have  here,  as  I  see  it,  a  question  of  basic 
principle.  I  am  very  appreciative  of 
the  very  fine  and  well  expressed  senti¬ 
ments  of  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  and  others  who  have 
espoused  the  cause  of  education,  rural 
education.  It  is  a  wonderful  idea,  and 
all  of  the  good  work  that  is  being  done 
should  be  commended.  But,  the  question 
is  not  for  or  against  rural  education; 
the  question  is  Federal  Govenjment  aid. 
If  we  wish  to  debate  that  issue,  that  is 
a  big  one  and  it  is  a  very  dangerous  one. 
This,  as  I  see  it,  is  clearly  a  State  re¬ 
sponsibility.  When  it  comes  to  Federal 
aid,  we  can  make  a  record  or  two  about 
the  delusion  of  Federal  aid.  Is  there 
anything  sound  about  it,  in  any  way, 
shape,  or  manner  to  tax  everybody  and 
then  redistribute  equally,  as  this  pro¬ 
vision  does,  $40,000  per  State?  Does 
that  make  sense?  Is  Federal  aid  fuda- 
mentally  sound?  There  is  your  question. 
Now,  as  has  been  well  said,  this  is  a 
compromise.  It  allows  a  50  percent  in¬ 
crease  from  last  year’s  appropriation 
and  is  all  the  Department  asked  for.  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  carry. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
I  Mr.  Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER;  Mr.  Chairman,  to  me 
this  is  just  one  more  Federal  agency  set 
up  in  a  most  ridiculous  manner.  What 
State  in  the  United  States  is  so  bad  off 
that  it  has  to  have  a  handout  from  the 
Federal  Govei'nment  of  $40,000  or  $50,- 
000  or  $60,000?  The  more  times  we 
create  additional  agencies — and  they 
snowball  and  snowball  and  snowball — 
the  more  times  we  hurt  education  and 
make  it  worse  and  worse  and  worse  and 
harder  and  harder  and  harder  for  the 
folks  back  home  to  do  a  job.  Now,  the 
situation  that  this  creates,  you  are  going 
to  see  if  you  go  along  with  this  thing, 
will  snowball  year  after  year.  On  top 
of  that,  it  will  encourage  idealists  to  try 
to  create  another  agency  and  set  up  an¬ 
other  Federal  department.  It  is  about 
time  that  we  began  to  show  some  sense 
and  integrity  in  our  approach  to  this 
problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  adopted  and  that  we  will 
save  what  we  can  in  this  picture. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
LMr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
we  are  trying  to  do  in  going  $2  million 
over  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  figure  is 
to  enlighten  the  minds  of  about  27  million 
people  in  this  country  living  in  rural 
areas  who  have  no  libraries  at  all  and 
another  53  million  that  have  inadequate 
services  all  over  this  country. 

Now,  where  the  local  community  or 
the  State  does  not  do  anything  about 
starting  programs  like  this,  I  think  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  stimulate  these  proj  - 
ects.  But,  as  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  just  mentioned,  this  is  not  going 
to  blossom  out  into  any  big  program  at 
all.  The  legislation  calls  for  a  5-year 
program  of  $7.5  million  a  year,  and  that 
is  all.  It  cannot  go  to  $10  million  or  $15 
million  or  $25  milion  as  it  has  been  in¬ 
ferred  here  today  by  Members  on  the 
Republican  side,  unless  you  change  the 
basic  law. 

In  the  closing  days  of  the  last  session 
this  authorization  passed  this  House 
with  a  practically  unanimous  vote. 
There  were  not  enough  noes  to  ask  for 
a  division  vote.  That  is  how  unanimous 
it  was.  And,  you  authorized  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $7.5  million  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  allowed  $7.5  million  for 
this  fiscal  year.  When  we  went  to  con¬ 
ference  we  cut  it  down  to  $2,050,000  on 
the  basis  that  the  legislation  had  just 
been  enacted,  and  we  gave  the  minimum 
amount  to  every  State,  which  is  a  grant 
of  $40,000,  to  stimulate  these  programs 
in  the  rural  areas. 

Now,  what  happened  this  year?  After 
they  asked  for  $7.5  million  for  1957,  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  cut  that  down  to  $5  million  for 
1958,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  then 
cut  it  down  to  $3  million.  When  we 
came  to  mark  up  this  bill,  after  we  were 
told  of  the  plans  already  adopted  by  the 
States,  that  they  could  use  about  $6.5 
million  in  1958,  we  tried  in  subcommittee 
to  get  $6  million  appropriated  for  this 
program,  not  5.  As  a  result  of  a  com¬ 


promise  we  have  come  to  you  today  ask¬ 
ing  for  $5  million  when  $6  ^4  million  can 
be  spent  efficiently  and  economically  in 
1958. 

This  is  a  program  that  will  vastly 
benefit  every  State  in  the  Nation,  not 
just  the  large  agricultural  States.  For 
instance,  I  have  received  a  wire  from 
my  own  State  of  Rhode  Island  that  I 
include  in  the  Record  now. 

Providence,  R.  I.,  March  25,  1957. 
Hon.  John  E.  Fogarty, 

United  States  Representative,  Congress, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  support  of  the  Library  Services  Act 
most  appreciated  by  librarians  of  Rhode 
Island.  We  hope  that  floor  vote  of  the  House 
will  support  recommendations  of  your  com¬ 
mittee. 

Rhode  Island  Library  Association, 
Walter  Curley. 

I  hope  that  this  amendment  is  de¬ 
feated. 

(Mr.  BEAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
consideration  of  H.  R.  6287,  the  bill  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  presents 
a  situation  which  should  be  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  American  public.  The 
same  situation  will  exist  in  all  of  the 
other  agencies  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and,  as  you  know,  there  are  many, 
many  such  agencies,  commissions,  and 
bureaus.  In  fact,  the  enormous  size  of 
the  Federal  bureaucracy  is  astounding 
to  the  folks  back  home  and  I  believe  that 
all  of  us  find  it  very  difficult  to  explain 
or  even  justify  the  size  of  some  of  these 
agencies. 

Very  recently  one  of  the  Washington 
neswpapers  carried  a  story  indicating 
that  if  the  proposed  personnel  increases 
provided  in  the  present  budget  were  ap¬ 
proved  then  there  would  be  an  increase 
in  the  Federal  civilian  employment 
totalling  22,359  more  people  than  are 
employed  at  the  present  time.  Even  at 
an  average  minimum  salaiT  of  $5,000  per 
year,  this  is  going  to  cost  the  taxpayers 
more  than  $100  million  extra  per  year. 
The  taxpayers  rightfully  ask  the  ques¬ 
tion — will  we  be  getting  our  money’s 
worth  out  of  this  added  investment? 

The  civilian  personnel  changes  by  de¬ 
partments  were  listed  as  follows  in  this 
news  article: 


Personnel  changes — civilian 


Hep.artment 

Incrcasej  Deerea.se 

2,000 

1,848 

4,  262 

lOH 

124 

440 

028 

- 

Health,  Kducatiou,  and  Welfare 
(2,405  field)  . 

1,283 

288 

Interior  (1,.W2  field) . . 

2(>8 

1,  329 

Veterans’  Administration  (2,120 
field)  _ _ 

237 

General  Services  Administration 
n  1 1M  fii'UD  .  . 

653 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  (—188 
field)  . 

27 

65 

Total  (increase  in  field  20,800).. 

+7, 906 

-6, 347 

In  this  list  there  are  several  interest¬ 
ing  questions  that  can  be  raised.  For 
example,  if  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  can 
reduce  their  civilian  personnel,  why  is  it 
necssary  for  the  Ai-my  to  increase  theirs 
by  2,000?  Even  with  a  large  decrease  in 
civilian  personnel  employment  in  Decem¬ 
ber  1956,  the  total  number  of  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  at  the  end  of  the  last  calendar 
year  came  to  a  total  of  2,389,792.  All 
of  this  has  happened  in  the  face  of  the 
fact  that  many  people  have  been  expi-ess- 
ing  concern  about  an  ever-growing  Fed¬ 
eral  bm’eaucracy. 

These  remarks  are  not  in  any  sense  to 
be  construed  that  the  agencies  for  which 
they  work  are  not  doing  good  work.  On 
the  contrary,  all  of  these  agencies  have 
much  of  merit  and  the  public  is  proud 
of  some  of  their  accomplishments.  How¬ 
ever,  the  question  must  be  raised  and 
is  being  raised  in  the  minds  of  the  pub¬ 
lic,  and  I  hope  in  the  minds  of  the  legis¬ 
lators,  How  much  of  this  can  we  afford? 
The  second  question  that  is  equally  im¬ 
portant  is  whether  or  not  the  Federal 
bureaucracy  has  grown  so  large  that  it 
is  assuming  the  authority  that  rightfully 
belongs  to  the  Congress.  It  seems  very 
much  like  the  tail  is  wagging  the  dog. 
Is  it  not  time  that  the  Congress  assert 
its  authority  and  designate  to  the  various 
agencies  the  limits  in  which  they  may 
operate  due  to  financial  limitations  with¬ 
in  their  own  Government  and  their  own 
people? 

I  say  financial  limitations  advisedly 
because  too  often  too  many  people  think 
the  United  States  is  a  wealthy  Nation. 
God  has  been  good  to  us  but  we  should 
not  dissipate  all  of  His  gratuities  in 
wasteful  spending. 

For  example,  the  March  1  Economic 
Council  letter  lists  the  United  States  in¬ 
debtedness  as  $280,800,000,000.  It  also 
lists  26  other  great  nations  of  the  world 
and  their  total  indebtedness  is  estimated 
at  $152,580,000,000.  Thus,  the  Federal 
debt  of  the  United  States  is  nearly  twice 
as  great  as  the  debt  of  the  other  26  coun¬ 
tries  combined. 

This  same  newsletter  also  offers  addi¬ 
tional  interesting  research.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  the  present  proposed  budget  of  the 
United  States  is  $71,800,000,000.  For  32 
other  countries  of  the  world,  from  which 
information  is  available,  the  total  budg¬ 
ets  or  expenditures  approved  total  $59,- 
802,000,000.  Thus,  the  proposed  United 
States  budget  is  17  percent  greater  than 
the  combined  spending  of  the  other  32 
countries.  No  figure  is  given  or  is  avail¬ 
able  for  the  spending  of  Soviet  Russia. 
An  estimate  is  said  to  be  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  $42  billion  per  year. 

This  raises  the  often  repeated  ques¬ 
tion:  “How  big  is  your  Government?" 

If  the  Members  will  look  carefully  at 
the  committee  report  that  accompanies 
H.  R.  6287,  on  practically  every  page  and 
in  nearly  every  section,  there  is  a  recom¬ 
mended  increase  in  personnel.  It  is  very 
true  that  some  of  this  was^uthorized  by 
previous  legislation  and  that  should  be 
a  warning  to  the  Members  of  Congress 
that  they  should  take  a  hard  look  at  any 
legislation  that  would  increase  costs  to 
the  taxpayers  in  any  manner.  Many  of 
these  increases  are  justified  and  should 
be  passed,  but  is  it  not  equally  true  that 
the  present  staffs  can  function  ade- 
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quately  in  the  performance  of  the  neces- 
saiT  duties  and  the  necessary  functions 
of  Government. 

I  serve  on  a  House  committee  which  is 
charged  with  the  responsibility  and 
jurisdiction  of  legislation  pertaining  to 
many  of  these  Federal  agencies. 
Frankly,  we  are  confronted  consistently 
with  the  problem,  or  apparent  necessity, 
of  legislating  specific  instructions  in  or¬ 
der  that  these  agencies  will  not  overstep 
their  authority.  If  a  system  continues 
wherein  agencies  tell  the  Congress  what 
to  do,  then  do  you  not  think  it  is  time 
that  the  Congress  assume  its  preroga¬ 
tives  and  contain  this  ever-increasing 
bureaucracy  in  order  that  it  will  function 
for  the  good  of  the  people  throughout 
the  country  rather  than  for  the  members 
of  that  bureaucracy?  Let  us  approve  a 
sound  budget  instead  of  a  luxury  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired.  All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  HiestandL 

(The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hiestand) 
there  were — ayes  71,  noes  94. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  permission  to  extend  their  remarks 
on  the  amendment  just  voted  on  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  EVINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  all 
interested  in  economy — sound  and  proper 
economy — but  in  this  instance,  I  feel  that 
om'  friend,  in  proposing  this  cut,  is  going 
too  far  in  requesting  cuts  against  the 
children  of  this  Nation. 

As  we  all  know,  the  Congress  has  au¬ 
thorized  the  sum  of  $71/2  million  annually 
to  carry  forward  the  rural  library  pro¬ 
gram.  Last  year  only  $40,000  was  pro¬ 
vided  for  each  of  the  48  States  for  use  on 
a  matching  fuhd  basis  for  this  purpose. 
The,  committee  felt  that  an  amendment 
to  cut  this  program  was  unwise  and  in 
the  long  run  would  represent  false  econ¬ 
omy  so,  therefore,  the  committee  very 
wisely,  in  my  judgment,  approved  $5 
million  for  this  program  for  the  next 
year.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $2 1/2  million 
for  the  full  amount  authorized. 

I  looked  into  the  matter  of  the  amount 
of  funds  provided  for  library  programs 
for  other  agencies  and  other  purposes. 
The  United  States  Information  Agency 
received  an  appropriation  of  $3  million 
last  year  to  operate  and  supply  library 
services  overseas.  This  year  this  Agency 
is  asking  $3,800,000  for  library  programs 
maintained  overseas  by  the  United  States 
Information  Agency — an  increase  of 
$800,000  for  this  purpose. 

In  this  same  category,  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  is  providing  grants 
of  atomic  information  and  technical  li¬ 
braries  to  40  nations.  I  was  somewhat 
startled  by  the  statement  of  Chairman 
Strauss  of  the  AEC.  He  indicated  that 
this  Commission  had  granted,  given  and 
provided  libraries  of  atomic  information 
to  40  nations.  The  Congress  appro¬ 
priated  $77,500  for  the  AEC  budget  for 


last  year.  Fiscal  1958  calls  for  $97,000 
for  overseas  library  programs. 

My  point  is  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
can  appropriate  millions  of  dollars  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  overseas  library  programs  of 
the  United  States  Information  Agency 
and  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission — if 
we  can  afford  to  make  grants  of  complete 
libraries  to  other  nations  then  most  cer- 
tainJy  we  should  be  able  to  provide  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  States  on  a  matching 
fund  basis  for  libraries  of  the  children 
in  areas  where  educational  aids  are 
greatly  needed.  The  public  library 
services  program  is  designed  to  bring 
books  and  libraries  to  children  in  our 
rural  families  where  citizens  are  with¬ 
out  library  facilities  enjoyed  by  our  citi¬ 
zens  in  cities  and  metropolitan  areas. 

One  further  word  on  this  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  noted  with  in¬ 
terest  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
during  last  year  expended  $24  million  on 
the  Bang’s  disease  problem  to  protect 
livestock  and  cattle  in  this  Nation.  The 
budget  for  the  Department  for  1958  calls 
for  the  expenditure  of  the  same  amount. 
Are  we  neglecting  the  children  of  this 
Nation  while  looking  after  the  cattle? 

I  believe  the  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  should  be  voted 
down.  This  item  will  not  upset  the  budg¬ 
et  or  materially  affect  the  continuing 
economy  program. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  rise 
in  defense  of  the  rural  library  seiwices 
program.  Coming  from  one  of  the  larg¬ 
est  rural  districts  in  the  United  States, 
I  know  what  this  program  means  to  the 
people  of  the  little  towns,  the  crossroads, 
and  the  farms  of  this  country. 

This  is  essentially  a  program  for  chil¬ 
dren,  for  underprivileged  children,  those 
who  have  been  deprived  of  the  suste¬ 
nance  of  the  minds — books. 

Last  year  Congress  in  its  wisdom  passed 
the  bill  making  it  possible  to  bring  mobile 
library  services  to  those  vast  sections  of 
the  rural  population  that  had  heretofore 
not  had  access  to  library  books.  This  is 
a  program  in  which  the  various  States 
participate.  It  is  carried  out  on  the  local 
level.  It  is  meeting  with  an  enthusiastic 
response  among  the  people  of  the  coun- 
ti-y.  We  have  promised  this  help.  We 
have  a  real  obligation  to  uphold  our  part 
of  the  bargain  by  providing  the  funds  in 
this  bill  to  cover  our  share  of  the  costs. 

It  has  been  my  observation  that  the 
children  of  the  rural  areas,  with  less  dis¬ 
tractions  and  less  social  pressures,  are  in 
the  greatest  need  of  books.  What  new 
worlds  will  be  opened  up  to  the  thou¬ 
sands  of  children  in  my  own  district  by 
the  books  that  this  program  will  bring 
to  them?  How  can  we  measure  in  dol¬ 
lars  the  insight,  the  inspiration,  the 
ideals  that  one  good  book  will  bring  to  a 
knowledge -hungry  child?  What  better 
cure  for  juvenile  delinquency?  Wiiat 
better  antidote  to  mental  disease  than  a 
diet  of  good  books? 

This  program  is  sound.  It  is  practical. 
It  will  bring  books  to  those  who  want  and 
need  them. 

Mr.  Chaiiman,  I  urge  the  overwhelm¬ 
ing  defeat  of  thi  samendment  which 
would  so  seriously  cripple  the  rural 
library  program. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose ;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


ADJOURNMENT  OVER 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
a^  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
on\Monday  next. 

le  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so',  ordered. 

Thipre  was  no  objection. 


PROGRAM  FOR  NEKT  WEEK 

(Mr.\MARTIN  asked  and  was 
permission  to  address  the  House 
minute.  )\ 

Mr.  Mi(mTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ^ake 
this  time\  to  inquire  of  the  matority 
leader  as  tp  the  program  for  nextyweek. 

Mr.  McCIORMACK.  On  Monday  we 
have  the  Consent  Calendar.  / 

Then  therfe  are  four  suspensions. 

H.  R.  381^  to  provide  representation 
on  the  Judicial  Conference  of  the  United 
States.  \  ! 

H.  R.  76,  ir^reased  compensation  to 
veterans  for  s^vice-connecred  disabili¬ 
ties.  \ 

H.  R.  71,  pei^ion  payirfents  banned 
to  certain  prisoners.  / 

H.  R.  53,  the  Yeteransr  Benefits  Act 
of  1957. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  ^orrectly  under¬ 
stand  that  all  four\)f  mese  bills  passed 
the  last  Congress?  \  I 

Mr.  McCORMACK.^'  'That  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding.  The  gmtleman  refers  to 
the  veterans’  bills?  f\ 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Yes.\ 

Mr.  McCORMACfe.  \l 
two  of  them  did.  %  thi: 
but  I  am  pretty  sUre  tha' 

Thereafter  the/e  will 
ation  under  the  5-minu(le  rule  of  the 
consideration  of.  the  appropriation  bill 
relating  to  the /Labor  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  Departments.  It  is 
understood  t^at  if  there  aie  any  roll- 
calls  on  Monday  they  will  go  over  until 
Tuesday,  ’fine  leadership  on\both  sides 
has  made  aA  agreement  to  this  effect. 

If  the  consideration  of  the  Labor,  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfara  Depart¬ 
ments  appropriation  bill  unffler  the 
5 -minute^ rule  is  not  completed  op  Mon¬ 
day,  it  yill  continue  on  Tuesday. 

On  ’imesday-  and  for  the  remairlder  of 
the  week,  after  the  disposition  o£  that 
appropriation  bill,  the  next  order  omusi- 
ness  yill  be  the  District  of  Columbia  ap- 
pro^iation  bill  for  the  next  fiscal  ^ar, 
H.  R.  6500,  and  also  the  following  Mis: 

R.  2146,  the  Small  ReclamatJpn 
Py)jects  Act  of  1956. 

/H.  R.  4136,  the  extension  of  the  E:) 
)rt-Import  Bank  Act. 


am  confident 
3  of  them  did, 
2  of  them  did. 
le  the  continu- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  to  "hxtend  Publi^Law  480.  Senate  committee  re¬ 
ported  corn  bill.  House  committee  re^^rted  pl^nt  pests  control  bill.  House 
passed  bill  to  extend  FHA  loans  to  des^tlarya  entrymen.  House  subcommittee 
ordered  reported  bill  to  revise  price  su^oxt  for  upland  cotton,  increase  acreage 
allotments  for  cotton,  extend  1956  price ^fi^ports  for  extra  long  staple  cotton, 
and  sell  long  staple  cotton  from  stocki^e. \Both  Houses  received  President's 
recommendation  to  continue  Reorganiza^on  Act\  House  debated  Labor-HEW  appro- 
oriation  bill. 

J  /  HOUSE 


L. 


INSECT  CONTROL.  The  Agricultjrire  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.R.  3476, 
to  facilitate  the  regulati5m,  control,  and  eradica^^n  of  plant  pests  (H.  Rept. 
289).  p.  4422 


COTTON.  The  Cotton  Su^ommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported 
to  the  full  committed  the  following  bills:  (p.  D269) 

H.R.  3654,  toyamend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  so  as\;o  continue  the 
price  support  for^extra  long  staple  cotton  at  the  1956  rate; 

H.  J.  Res./172,  providing  for  the  withdrawal  and  transfer ^f  50,000  bales 
of  domesticall/y  grown  extra  long  staple  cotton  from  the  critical^tockpile  to 
CCC  for  sail 

H.R.  ^34,  to  increase  the  1957  acreage  allotments  for  cotton  b\  154,321 
bales ; 

E.jt'.  2461,  providing  that  the  level  of  price  support  for  upland  col 
shall /be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  parity  price  for  upland  cotton  as\of 
June/l  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year,  and  the  supply  percen^^e 
foy  upland  cotton  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  shall  be  finally 
termined  between  June  1  and  June  15,  inclusive. 


on 


-  2  - 

3.  'FABM  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.R.  3988,  to  amend  the  Bankhead-Jonj 
Varm  Tenant  Act  so  as  to  provide  more  flexibility  in  refinancing  loans  bi 
permitting  the  inclusion  of  personal  property  in  determining  eligibility  for 
reHnancing  loans,  pp.  4354-55 

\^assed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Marshall,  H.R.  3753,  to  ena  le  this 
Department  to  extend  financial  assistance  to  desert-land  entrymen  t/i  the  same 
extent  \s  such  assistance  is  available  to  homestead  entrymen.  p. 


4. 


ElEORGANIZAtlOiSI  PLANS.  Both  Houses  received  a  message  from  the 
recommendin'^  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  extend  for  4 
within  which'^he  President  is  authorized  to  prepare  and  tran 
plans  for  the  reorganization  of  executive  agencies  (H.  Doc 
Government  Oper^ions  Committees,  pp.  4297,  4353 


e si dent 
the  period 
it  to  Congress 
45) ;  to 


5.  APPROPRIATIONS, 
bill  for  1958. 


Continued  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation 
pp.  4^338-4413,  4414 _  _ _ 

Byrd  c^lecKfor  a  reduction  in  the  Federal  >oudget  and  inserted  a 


6. 


7, 


Rep. 

speech  on  the  matter. 


4419-21 


(' 


INVENTIONS.  Passed  over,  bn  objections  by  Reps,  ^henck,  Cunningham,  and 
Wright,  H.R.  103,  to  autho^ze  the  National  Inv^tors  Council  to  make  awards 
for  inventive  contributions  relating  to  the  na{24onal  defense,  p.  4353 

\  / 

VETERANS.  Passed,  under  suspen^on  of  the  r\^es,  H.R.  53,  to  consolidate  into 
one  act,  and  to  simplify  and  mak\  more  uniform,  the  laws  administered  by  the 
Veterans'  Administration,  pp.  43^-86 


8.  MONOPOLIES.  Rep.  Patman  spoke  in  favbx/'^)!  H.R.  11,  providing  for  the  sub¬ 

mission  of  burden  of  proof  in  price-drscrimination  cases  under  the  Robinson- 
Patman  Act,  and  cited  the  support  of/ smbll  food  processors,  canners,  and 
small  dairy  processors  for  the  bi^/  pp\^417-19 

9.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Received  from  the^  Small  Business  Admin,  a  proposed  bill  to 

establish  that  agency  on  a  permanent  basis;  ^  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee.  p.  4422 


C 


SENATE 


10.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  DISPOSAL.  Passed  xi^ithout  ameii<toent  S.  1314,  to  extend 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Z^evelopment  and  Assistance  ActNof  1954  (Public  Law 
480)  one  year,  to  increase  the  authorization  under  Tit^  I  from  $3  billion 
to  $4  billion,  to  aut'^lorize  $300  million  additional  und^  Title  II  for  famine 
relief,  and  to  delete  the  restrictions  on  barter  with  Communist -dominated 
nations.  Defeate^  by  a  23-54  vote  (p.  4345)  ,  an  amendmen^by  Sen.  Knowland 
to  strike  the  se^xion  deleting  the  restrictions  on  barter  with  Communist- 
dominated  stat^.  Sen.  Ellender  discussed  the  uses  of  PublicNLaw  480  funds, 
and  inserted  the  fifth  semi-annual  report  on  the  operations  of  1:he  program 
and  charts  c^cerning  the  shipment  of  goods  to  various  countries\  and  urged 
restrictioins  on  all  types  of  foreign  aid  (pp.  4326-32).  Sen.  Thy^urged  the 
value  of  ^e  student  exchange  program  (pp.  4331-2).  Sens.  El lender^  Aiken, 
and  Johnson  discussed  the  proposed  repeal  of  the  restrictions  on  bareer  with 
Communist  nations  and  inserted  Assistant  Secretary  Butz's  report  of  Mot.  26 
on  thlb  deletion  (pp.  4332-4).  Sen,  Knowland  urged  adoption  of  his  ameii^ent 
to  prevent  the  use  of  our  surplus  to  support  Soviet  satellites,  and  insereed 
a  Soviet  resolution  proposed  to  the  General  Assembly  of  the  UN,  criticizi^ 
t^e  U.  S.  for  "subversive  activities"  in  other  States  (pp.  4334-9). 
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■Var,  Philippine 

Rebellion  ^re 
I  on  permanent 
mected  disabil- 
0  any  such  vet- 
active  military 
riod  of  90  days 
s  and  who  was 
ider  conditions 
or  who,  having 
was  discharged 
service  in  line 
mst  have  been 
he  cessation  of 
ing  from  non- 
nent  and  total 
disability  not  incurred  as\  result  of  his 
own  willful  misconduct  or  vMous  habits. 
The  rate  of  $66.15  per  momh,  except 
that  where  the  veteran  shall  have  been 
rated  permanent  and  total  and  ws  been 
in  receipt  of  pension  for  a  continuous 
period -of  10  years  or  reaches  the  age  of 
65  years  and  is  permanently  and  total¬ 
ly  disabled,  the  rate  is  $78.75  per  month. 


with  various  marriage  and  other  require¬ 
ments  specified  in  the  laws. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee,  based  on  a  survey — in  the 
84th  Congress — made  of  10  States — Ten¬ 
nessee,  Ohio,  Colorado,  California,  New 
Mexico,  Oregon,  Pennsylvania,  New 
York,  Illinois,  and  Georgia — as  well  as 
the  Federal  penal  Institutions,  that  there 
are  a  number  of  veterans,  and  some  wid¬ 
ows,  now  incarcerated  in  penal  institu¬ 
tions  who  are  drawing  pension,  compen¬ 
sation,  or  retirement  pay. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
there  is  no  valid  basis  why  a  man  should 
receive  a  pension  for  non-service-con¬ 
nected  disability  or  age  while  he  is  in¬ 
carcerated  in  a  penal  institution  for  a 
crime  of  which  he  has  been  convicted. 
In  the  case  of  compensation  for  a  serv¬ 
ice-connected  disability  the  committee  is 
of  the  opinion  that  that  is  an  entirely 
different  benefit,  based  on  disability,  and 
to  deprive  a  man  of  his  service-connected 
compensation  would  be  imposing  an  ad- 


A  rate  of  $135.45  per  month  is  authorX^  ditional  penalty.  The  same  is  true  of 
ized  in  the  case  of  an  otherwise  eligible  \retirement  pay  which  is  paid  on  an  en 
veteran  who  is,  on  account  of  age  or 
physical  or  mental  disability  helpless  or 
blind  or  so  nearly  helpless  or  blind  as  to 
need  or  require  the  regular  aid  and  at¬ 
tendance  of  another  person.  Such  pen¬ 
sion  is  not  payable  to  any  unmarried 
person  whose  annual  income  exceeds 
$1,400  or  to  any  married  person  or  any 
person  with  minor  children  whose  an¬ 
nual  income  exceeds  $2,700.  Any  per¬ 
son  who  served  in  the  active  service  in 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States 
on  or  after  June  27,  1950,  and  prior  to 
February  1,  1955,  is  also  eligible  for  pen¬ 
sion  under  part  in  as  provided  in  the 
act  of  May  11,  1951 — Public  Law  28,  82d 
Congress. 

In  the  administration  of  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  provisions  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  permanent  total  disability  is 
made  on  a  very  liberal  basis.  Such  a 
rating  is  granted  (where  the  requirement 
of  permanence  is  met)  when  there  is  a 
single  disability  of  60  percent  or  2  or 
more  disabilities,  1  of  which  is  40  per¬ 
cent  in  degree,  combined  with  other  dis¬ 
ability  or  disabilities  to  a  total  of  70  per 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  the  chairman  of  tb6 
subcommittee  [Mr.  Shuford].  / 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
is  identical  to  H.  R.  10477  which  ^ssed 
the  House  of  Representatives  in4he  2d 
session  of  the  84th  Congress,  Mt,  failed 
of  enactment  in  the  Senate.  / 

It  provides  that  any  vete^n  incarcer¬ 
ated  for  longer  than  60  ^ys,  upon  the 
conviction  of  either  a  f^ny  or  misde¬ 
meanor,  shall  not  be  Entitled,  for  the 
period  beginning  on  me  61st  day  of  im¬ 
prisonment,  to  a  /pension  for  non¬ 
service-connected  /disability.  During 
such  period,  if  th^  veteran  has  a  wife  or 
children,  the  p^sion  for  which  he  would 
otherwise  be  ^igible,  may  be  apportioned 
among  thenf.  Upon  his  release  from 
prison,  assuming  he  meets  other  quali- 
fications,/he  could  have  his  pension  rein¬ 
stated./ 

This'  legislation  is  based  on  a  survey 
connoted  by  the  committee  in  the  84th 
C^gress  which  involved  10  States  and 
the  entire  Federal  penal  system.  It 


\  WAA  V/***»^J.*V  VVAAX^Xi  AU  VAX  CX  _  _ _ _  _  ^  _ _  _ 

x^rely  different  basis  from  pension.  /howed  rather  conclusively  that  a  large 

■Section  2  of  the  bill  provides  that  the/  number  of  veterans  were  incarcerated 


Administrator  may  apportion  and  p^ 
to  th^wife  and  children  of  a  veteran 
pensio'lq^  which  such  veteran  wou^  be 
eligible^tp  receive  if  he  had  not  becm  in¬ 
carcerated  in  a  penal  institution;'  Pro¬ 
vision  is  al^  made  for  paying^ a  child 
or  children,  \mere  the  widow^  disquali¬ 
fied  by  imprisonment,  the  p^sion  which 
would  be  payab^if  there_^re  no  widow. 

Similarly,  in  th^ase  a  disqualified 
child,  the  widow  would  receive  a  reduced 
pension. 

The  period  of  60  dWs  was  set  as  it  is 
believed  that  mo^ seances  for  minor 
offenses  would  ^  below^,this  length  of 
imprisonment.  /  \ 

While  there^  would  be  soihe  addition¬ 
al  administ/ative  burden  ^ced  upon 
the  Veter ^s’  Administration  ^  a  result 
of  the  ejJactment  of  this  legisl^ion,  it 
does  ap|)ear  that  there  will  be  savings 
rathe/ than  any  additional  cost  arit^  in 
any  event  the  committee  is  of  the  opM- 

ioja'that  sound  public  policy  requires  rto  additional  cost  of  administration. 

_  _  , .  __  pfension  for  a  non-service-connected  dis^  It  is  approved  by  the  Veterans’  Ad 

cent,  and  unemployability  attributed  y^bility  or  age  be  paid  to  a  person  who  \|ninistration,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
thereto.  Although  age  alone  is  not  con-/  is  serving  a  sentence  for  the  conviction  Ui^d  the  General  Accounting  OiBce. 
sidered  as  a  basis  for  entitlement  ^6  of  a  felony  or  misdemeanor. 


who  were  receiving  pensions  during  their 
^erms  of  imprisonment. 

One  of  the  most  striking  cases  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico  where 
a  widow  of  one  veteran  was  receiving 
pension  based  upon  the  service  of  her 
first  husband,  while  she  was  serving  a 
period  of  imprisonment  for  the  murder 
of  her  second. 

Another  case  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  committee  recently  was  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  who  was  guilty  of  assault  and 
sentenced  to  several  years  imprisonment 
who  had  never  received  a  pension,  but 
who  applied  for  a  pension  at  the  time  ^ 
he  entered  the  prison  and  was  granted 
it. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  committee,  this 
sort  of  practice  should  be  stopped  and 
the  enactment  of  this  legislation  would 
accomplish  that  purpose.  It  would  re¬ 
sult  in  a  net  saving  to  the  taxpayers, 
while  admittedly,  there  would  be  some 


such  pension,  it  is  considered  in  associa¬ 
tion  with  disability  and  unemployability 
in  determining  permanent  and  tot^l  dis¬ 
ability.  The  aforementioned  pm;centage 
requirements  are  reduced  on  tlie  attain¬ 
ment  of  age  55  to  a  60 -percent  rating  for 
1  or  more  disabilities,  with  no  percentage 
requirement  for  any  1  di^bility;  at  age 
60  to  a  50-percent  rati^  for  1  or  more 
disabilities;  and  at  agc^5  to  1  disability 
ratable  at  10  percem  or  more.  When 
these  reduced  per^ntage  requirements 
are  met  and  the  ^ability  or  disabilities 
involved  are  of/a  permanent  nature,  a 
permanent  and  total  disability  rating 
will  be  assi^ed,  if  the  veteran  is  de¬ 
termined  tonje  unable  to  secure  and  fol¬ 
low  subst^tially  gainful  employment  by 
reason  of  such  disability.  — 

WidjJws  are  entitled  to  non-service- 
conmroted  death  pension  based  on  their 
hugCand’s  war  or  comparable  service. 


The  committee’s  investigation  re¬ 
vealed  that  veterans  in  Federal  and  10 
Staates’  penal  institutions  had  been  con¬ 
victed  of  various  felonies  and  misde¬ 
meanors,  including  automobile  theft, 
impersonating  Federal  employee,  nar¬ 
cotic  sale,  forgery,  bank  robbery,  rape, 
false  claims,  altering  Government  check, 
murder,  counterfeiting,  white  slavery, 
tax  evasion,  firearms,  unlawful  posses¬ 
sion,  liquor-law  violation,  false  state¬ 
ment,  burglary,  larceny,  fraud,  assault, 
obscene  literature,  mailing,  conspiracy, 
distilling — illegal,  probation  violation, 
drunk  and  disorderly  conduct,  man¬ 
slaughter,  sodomy,  arson,  carnal  abuse 
of  child,  incest,  bigamy,  abandonment  of 
children,  abortion,  check,  worthless 
passing,  kidnaping,  rioting,  adultery, 
driving  while  drunk,  vagrancy,  stolen 
property  receiving,  confidence  game^ 
nonsupport  of  dependents. 


The  four  major  veteran  organizations 
ha^indicated  their  support  of  the  pro- 
posaI\ 

Mr.  'bailey.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlem^  yield? 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  ■^est  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILl^.  May  I  inquire  of  the 
gentleman  if  tNs  would  affect  American 
servicemen  who\iave  been  convicted  by 
civil  courts  abro^?  I  know  of  a  few 
instances  where  solgiers  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  are  serving  as  mpch  as  5  years  un¬ 
der  sentences  by  Japanese  courts. 
Would  this  deprive  them>,pf  pensions? 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  No,  i/would  not  ap¬ 
ply  in  such  cases. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Would  not^Hiose  gen¬ 
tlemen  be  entitled  to  pensions! 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  Under  this^^egisla- 
tion  they  would  not  be  deprived  M  any 
pension  to  which  they  were  entitled. 
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Mr.  BAILEY.  There  is  no  bar  when 
they  are  released  from  the  Japanese 
prisons? 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  That  is  correct.  Let 
me  read  from  the  bill: 

TTiat  no  pension  under  public  or  private 
laws  administered  by  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration  shall  be  paW  to  or  for  an  individual 
who  has  been  imprisoned  in  a  Federal,  State, 
or  local  penal  institution  as  the  result  of  con¬ 
viction  of  a  felony  or' misdemeanor  for  any 
part  of  the  period  beginning  61  days  after 
his  imprisonment  begins,  and  ending  when 
his  imprisonment  ends. 

The  pension  begins  agahi  when  his  im¬ 
prisonment  ends.  The  bill\rovides  that 
the  widow  or  children  woula\be  entitled 
to  the  pension  as  provided  ii;i  the  bill 
while  he  is  in  prison  if  his  incarceration 
is  over  60  days.  We  think  this  is-.a  good 
thing,  and  the  Veterans’  Administration 
also  thinks  so. 

If  the  gentleman  will  permit  me-,  to 
read  it,  I  have  here  a  statement  from  the 
American  Legion: 

Yet  another  Teague  bill  (H.  R.  71)  pro¬ 
poses  to  suspend  benefit  payments  to  vets 
who  are  incarcerated  for  a  misdemeanor  or 
felony,  payment  to  cease  after  60  days  im¬ 
prisonment,  and  remain  suspended  until  re¬ 
lease.  .  .  .  Provisions  are  written  into  pro¬ 
tect  wives  and  children.  .  .  .  The  bill  would 
dignify  the  vets  benefit  program,  and  the  60- 
day  clause  prevents  hardship  on  persons  con¬ 
victed  for  short  terms  for  deeds  that  are 
more  infractions  and  criminal  in  nature. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield/ 
such  time  as  she  may  desire  to  the  geny 
tlewoman  from  Massachusetts  [Mi;8. 
Rogers]. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
Speaker,  I  voted  against  the  bill  in'  the 
committee  las  year  and  against  the  bill 
in  committee  this  year.  I  thinl^/l  was 
the  only  one  who  voted  against  it/.  I  was 
very  much  in  the  minority.  I  ^like  in¬ 
tensely  to  take  away  from  veterans  ben¬ 
efits  arising  from  services  they  have  per¬ 
formed  and  which  they  have  earned. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaiker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  desire. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  concur  in  the  views  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  ,f rom  North  Caro¬ 
lina.  This  legislation /would  provide  that 
when  persons  who  are  drawing  pensions 
are  incarcerated  for  periods  of  more  than 
60  days  after  conviction  of  a  misdemea¬ 
nor  of  a  felony,  they  lose  their  pension 
until  they  are  given  their  freedom  again. 
It  does  not  aprily  to  compensation  pay¬ 
ments.  In  addition  to  that  there  are 
other  provispns  in  the  bill  which  per¬ 
mit  their  p^sions  to  go  to  the  wives  and 
children,  if  such  exist.  I  think,  there¬ 
fore,  this /law  is  a  step  in  the  direction 
of  proteoting  these  dependents  of  veter¬ 
ans  any;  perhaps,  assm-ing  them  of  a 
more  reliable  income  than  they  would 
have  Ainder  the  present  law.  I  see  no 
reasj^n  why  one  who  is  in  prison  and  is 
alr^dy  a  charge  upon  the  State  should 

Jeive  further  benefits.  To  that  extent, 

!  legislation  will  effect  an  economy, 
r  those  reasons,  therefore,  Mr.  Speak- 
I  urge  the  enactment  of  this  legisla- 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  me 
bill.  / 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (vwo- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  tyreof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  me  bill 
was  passed.  / 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr /Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that/  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  have  3  legislative  /(ays  within 
which  to  extend  tlieir  ren^rks  on  the 
bill  just  passed.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 

it  is  so  ordered _  / 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  fflHE  HOUSE 
Mr.  BOW.  Mr. /Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently,  a  quorum 
is  not  present./ 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call /of  the  House. 

A  call  of /the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 

/  (Roll  No.  34] 

Addonij/o  Ford  Multer,  N.  Y. 

Alexander  Frazier  Norrell 


3.  /jlT. 


Alger/ 

FYellnghuysen 

Osmers 

Anderson,  Mont  Fulton 

Pfost 

Anf/iso 

Garmatz 

Philbln 

Asplnall 

Gary 

Powell 

B/rrett 

Green,  Pa. 

Preston 

Bass.  N.  H. 

Gregory 

Prouty 

Bowler 

rirlfflths 

Reece,  Tenn. 

'’Breeding 

Hardy 

Robeson,  Va. 

Burleson 

Haskell 

Rodino 

Chelf 

Hays,  Ohio 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Chenoweth 

Healey- 

Santangelo 

ChudofI 

Hillings 

Seely-Brown 

Collier 

Hollfield 

Sheehan 

Coudert 

Holland 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Holtzman 

Stauffer 

Dellay 

Jackson 

Teller 

Dies 

Kearney 

Ullman 

Diggs 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Vanik 

Dollinger 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Vorys 

Durham 

Lennon 

VUrsell 

Eberharter 

McConnell 

Westland 

Elliott 

Macdonald 

Willis 

Evins 

Mack,  Wash. 

Wilson.  Calif. 

Fallon 

Metcalf 

Yates 

Parbsteln 

Morano 

Fino 

Morgan 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  fMr 
Cooper].  On  this  rollcall  347  Mem¬ 
bers  have  answered  to  their  names, 
quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and 
WeKare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 


consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with 
Mr.  PoRAND  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  Friday,  the  Clerk  had  read 
down  to  and  including  line  3,  page  18,  of 
the  bill. 

If  there  are  no  further  amendments 
at  this  point,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  had  4  days  of  de¬ 
bate  on  this  bill  last  week.  In  that  time 
we  finished  the  Department  of  Labor 
and  just  got  started  on  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
where  one  amendment  was  adopted  by 
just  one  vote  and  the  other  amendment 
was  defeated  by  a  substantial  margin. 

I  just  wanted  to  remind  the  House 
again  that  on  last  Tuesday  or  Wednes- 
!  day  your  President  and  mine  warned 
this  House  that  the  kind  of  cuts  we  have 
:  been  making  for  the  past  week  in  this 
budget  are  fatuous  and  foolish.  Then 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  who  is  your  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  and  mine,  issued,  I 
thought,  a  very  strong  press  release  con- 
,  demning  the  way  that  these  cuts  are 
being  made.  These  have  been  piecemeal 
;  cuts  and  across  the  board  cuts  with  • 
really  no  justification  behind  them. 
Their  only  purpose  appears  to  be  to  per¬ 
mit  you  to  be  able  to  say  or  brag  in  the 
next  election  that  you  were  able  to  cut 
:  the  President’s  budget. 

Now  I  see  the  other  part  of  the  team 
working  on  this  appropriation  bill  that., 
we  now  have  before  us  has  commented 
on  our  action.  There  seem  to  be  only  3 
spokes  in  this  wheel,  the  President,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  I 
notice  this  morning  that  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is 
i  following  in  the  same  footsteps  of  the 
;  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

He,  too,  is  warning  the  Congress  about 
i  the  kind  of  cuts  that  you  have  been 
offering  and  have  been  voting  for  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

If  I  may,  I  shall  quote  from  today’s 
,  paper.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
‘  cation,  and  Welfare  said: 

still  further  major  reductions  simply 
■would  retard  the  progress  of  the  American, 
people  'toward  better  health.  Improved  edu- 
I  cation  and  greater  economic  security. 

In  other  words,  some  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  you  ai-e  going  to  offer  this 
afternoon  and  tomorrow  and  maybe  the 
next  day  are  going  to  impair  the  health 
of  our  people,  they  are  going  to  deny 
proper  educational  facilities  for  our 
children;  and  they  are  putting  in  jeop- 
^ardy  the  economic  security  of  our  coun¬ 
try.  The  Secretary  went  on  further  to 
say  that — 

To  neglect  health,  education,  or  economic 
security  only  piles  up  greater  cost  in  the 
long  run.  It  would  be  false  economy,  for 
example,  to  cut  funds  for  public  health  and 
medical  research  when  these  activities  held 
bright  promise  of  greatly  reducing  the  toU 
of  disease  and  disabUity. 

He  maintained  that  the  Department’s 
programs  over  the  years  will  yield  far 
more  than  the  cost,  in  preventing  human 
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sufferingr,  caring  for  htiman  needs,  and 
fostering  economic  growth. 

He  went  on  to  condemn  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  you  people  offered  and 
adopted  last  Thursday  cutting  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  Pood  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration.  And  he  was  just  as  right 
as  he  could  be  when  he  condemned  that 
cut,  as  we  tried  to  point  out  on  the  floor. 
He  also  warned  about  further  cuts  in 
vocational  rehabilitation  and  in  educa¬ 
tion  and  in  public  health. 

I  hope  that  the  membership  of  this 
committee  and  of  this  House  will  pay 
some  attention  to  your  President,  to  your 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
Certainly  they  have  never  been  charged 
by  anybody  on  this  side  or  your  side  of 
the  aisle  to  be  leftwingers  or  ultralib¬ 
erals.  Neither  have  they  been  accused 
of  wanting  to  spend  every  dime  that  they 
could  lay  their  hands  on.  They  have 
the  name  of  being  conseiwative  and  yet 
in  this  instance  they  want  to  do  what  is 
best  for  the  people  of  our  countiT- 
When  you  continue  to  offer  amendments 
and  to  vote  for  the  type  of  cuts  that  you 
made  last  week  in  this  bill,  you  are  cer¬ 
tainly  taking  away  some  of  the  -rights 
and  privileges  of  these  people.  And  as 
was  expressed  in  an  article  yesterday  by 
one  of  the  President’s  economic  advisers, 
Mr.  Hauge,  if  you  really  want  to  cut  this 
bill,  why  don’t  you  do  it  the  right  way? 
Why  don’t  you  come  in  and  propose  leg¬ 
islation  that  will  repeal  existing  laws 
that  have  our  hands  tied  now  as  far  as 
appropriating  funds  and  matching 
grants  to  States  and  educational  and 
medical  research  facilities  are  concerned. 

1  personally  believe  they  are  doing  some 
good  for  the  people  of  our  country  but  if 
you  don’t  agree  with  me  why  don't  you 
stand  and  honestly  propose  the  repeal  of 
those  laws? 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  right  to  get  up 
and  speak  for  and  vote  for  all  of  these 
changes  in  law  that  you  have  made  in 
the  last  3  or  4  years  and  then  come  in 
today  and  cut,  as  I  have  said  before  on 

2  or  3  occasions,  the  guts  out  of  these 
appropriation  bills.  In  that  way  you 
make  it  impossible  to  operate  them  effi¬ 
ciently  and  you  are  in  effect  saying, 
“Well,  I  do  not  want  to  approach  it 
through  the  front  dooi'’,  but  this  is  the 
best  I  can  do.  Maybe  if  we  can  em¬ 
barrass  the  Department  and  not  give 
them  sufficient  money  they  will  not  be 
able  to  operate.” 

Mr.  TABER,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  with  a 
great  deal  of  interest  to  the  statement  of 
the  chairman.  He  is  relying  for  sus¬ 
taining  his  position  on  this  bill,  as  he  did 
all  last  week,  not  on  the  merits  of  the 
amounts  contained  in  the  bill  but  upon 
politics  and  what  effect  it  was  going  to 
have  on  this  Member  or  that  Member  for 
the  way  he  voted.  Maybe  that  is  the 
thing  to  do,  but  for  my  own  part  I  have 
discussed  nothing  but  what  was  the  right 
thing  to  do.  I  have  discussed  nothing 
but  what  I  believe  would  help  these  dif¬ 
ferent  agencies  by  preventing  them  from 
building  up  such  an  enormous  load  of 
personnel  that  they  would  not  be  able  to 
do  a  good  job. 


Now,  here  It  Is.  From  this  point  on 
In  the  bill,  just  as  I  have  in  the  past  all 
the  way  through,  I  shall  vote  for  that 
figure  which  I  believe  best  will  serve  the 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  vote  a  certain  way  be¬ 
cause  somebody  else  says  that  should  be 
done.  Frankly,  I  think  the  judgment  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  on  this  bill, 
their  own  deliberate  judgment,  is  the 
best  key  to  what  these  people  need  in  the 
departmental  agencies.  I  think  this 
House  must  realize  that  we  have  to  keep 
down  the  number  of  personnel  to  a  point 
where  these  people  can  work  efficiently 
and  effectively  and  in  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States.  I  hope  the 
Congress  will  go  on  through  to  the  end 
with  that  thought  in  mind. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  support  the 
policy  and  the  statement  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  Congress¬ 
man  John  Fogarty,  the  able  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  and  to  commend 
him  on  the  able,  effective  way  in  which 
he  has  carried  forward  this  battle  for 
the  people,  and  the  forward-looking  way 
in  which  he  is  calling  the  attention  of 
this  House  to  the  problems  of  our  people. 

It  has  been  said  that  perhaps  we 
should  not  listen  to  what  the  President 
or  the  Secretary  of  Labor  or  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
or  any  other  high-level  governmental 
official  may  say.  I  say  we  cannot  avoid 
looking  at  the  realities  as  portrayed  by 
the  facts  of  the  situation.  Merely  to 
talk  about  a  budget  and  say  it  is  a  big 
budget  or  to  try  to  prove  it  is  too  big  or 
too  small,  either  is  meaningless  unless 
you  look  at  it  in  relation  to  two  factors, 
and  only  then  does  it  have  any  signifi¬ 
cance  or  meaning.  TTiose  two  factors 
are  merely  these:  No.  1,  the  population 
growth  picture  of  the  country,  what  it 
has  been,  is,  and  will  be  in  the  .near 
future,  and  No.  2,  the  economic  produc¬ 
tivity  as  measured  in  terms  of  the  gross 
national  product,  which  is  a  measure  of 
our  ability. 

The  increases  in  the  various  categories 
of  our  population,  the  young,  the  middle- 
aged,  and  the  old,  will  indicate  the  needs 
of  the  people  for  services  which  they  de¬ 
mand  and  to  which  they  are  entitled,  as 
the  President  said.  ’The  gross  national 
product  is  the  measure  of  the  ability  to 
pay  for  a  reasonable  amount  of  those 
services. 

The  question  of  the  size  of  the  Federal 
budget  has  certainly  generated  more 
heat  than  light.  While  the  argument 
centers  around  the  question  whether  or 
not  it  is  too  big,  the  question  whether  it 
is  big  enough  is  lost  sight  of.  Yes,  I 
said  whether  it  is  big  enough.  Seventy- 
one  billion  eight  hundred  million  dollars 
is  a  lot  of  money.  But  do  you  know  that 
it  represents  only  17  percent  of  our  gross 
national  product?  That  this  budget  ac¬ 
tually  provides  less  per  capita  than  the 
1954  budget  which  was  $4  billion  less? 
That  this  budget  would  place  no  greater 
burden  on  the  economy  than  any  budget 
in  the  last  6  years?  This  is  true  simply 
because  of  our  explosive  population.  We 
are  literally  growing  by  leaps  and 
bounds. 


Let  us  go  quickly  into  the  population 
picture.  A  fact  that  I  think  is  too  far 
either  overlooked  or  underestimated  is 
that  in  1940, 17  years  ago,  we  had  131  mil¬ 
lion  people  in  America.  It  took  320 
years  of  slow,  steady  growth  to  reach 
131  million,  from  1620,  the  time  of  the 
landing  of  the  Pilgrims,  until  1940. 
What  did  that  census  clock  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  Building  tick  off 
last  month?  One  hundred  and  seventy 
million,  an  increase  of  39  million  people 
in  the  last  17  years  since  1940. 

They  can  project  those  figures  with 
reasonable  accuracy  and  within  a  rea¬ 
sonable  margin.  By  1975  we  shall  have 
anywhere  from  222  million  to  228  million 
people,  an  increase  of  52  million  in  the 
next  17  years.  We  have  already  seen  17 
of  those  35  years,  or  half  of  that  time 
pass  since  1940.  We  stand  today  at  the 
midmark.  There  are  17  years  ahead  of 
us  until  1975.  Let  us  look  ahead  for  at 
least  10  years  or  5  years,  if  not  for  17 
years,  and  let  us  not  merely  look  back¬ 
ward  toward  last  year’s  budget.  Let  us 
abandon  this  constant  reference  to  a  year 
ago,  comparing  this  budget  to  what  was 
appropriated  a  year  ago.  I  will  say  there 
has  been  some  progress  made,  as  far  as 
many  of  our  conservative  colleagues  are 
concerned.  Our  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  not  long  ago  were  looking 
back  20  or  30  years  ago,  trying  to  keep 
Government  participation  at  that  level. 
Let  us  go  ahead,  however,  now  on  the 
basis  of  these  35  years  from  1940  to  1975. 
In  this  period  we  will  have  an  increase 
in  our  population  which  is  70  percent  of 
the  total  increase  of  our  population  that 
took  320  years  to  achieve.  What  does 
that  mean?  Where  is  this  increase  tak¬ 
ing  place?  Over  97  percent  of  this  in¬ 
crease  has  taken  place  in  our  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  and  only  3  percent  has  taken 
place  in  the  nonmetropolitan  areas.  It 
means  congestion.  It  means  more  hous¬ 
ing.  It  means  more  demands  for  voca¬ 
tional  training.  It  means  more  hospi¬ 
talization  and  more  disease  and  more  ill¬ 
ness  in  children  and  more  problems  with 
reference  to  the  aged.  It  means  more 
traffic  facilities.  Even  now  it  is  begin¬ 
ning  to  affect  such  a  simple  thing  as 
water,  which  I  shall  touch  on  just  briefly 
in  a  moment.  Fifty-seven  percent  of  all 
people  are  now  living  in  173  metropolitan 
areas,  which  is  only  7  percent  of  our  total 
land  area.  That  means  problems  brought 
about  by  this  explosive  increase  in  our 
population  growth.  What  are  the  impli¬ 
cations  of  this  rapid  growth?  Let  me 
give  you  a  few  examples.  Number  one — ■ 
water.  That  is  a  simple  thing.  We  never 
thought  we  would  run  out  of  water. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  3  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  thank  the  Chair¬ 
man  and  I  thank  my  colleagues  for  their 
indulgence. 

So  far  as  water  Is  conoemed,  today 
with  twice  the  population  that  we  had  in 
1900,  we  are  using  four  times  as  much 
water  per  capita.  Not  only  ai-e  more 
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people  using  water,  but  we  are  using 
more  water  per  capita.  We  are  using 
four  times  as  much  water  per  capita. 
Indxistry  is  using  10  times  the  water  that 
it  used  in  1900.  Most  of  that  increase 
has  taken  place  in  the  last  17  years  since 
1940,  and  they  are  going  to  double  their 
use  of  water  in  the  next  17  years.  Within 
10  years,  water  will  become  a  national 
problem  and  perhaps  a  crisis. 

Consider  the  question  of  education. 
Already  our  educational  plant  is  com¬ 
pletely  inadequate.  The  classroom 
shortage  deprives  1  million  boys  and 
girls  each  year  of  full-time  schooling 
and  adequate  educational  opportunities. 
Millions  more  attend  classes  of  40  or 
more.  As  Secretary  Folsom  says,  and  I 
may  say  to  my  economy-minded  friends- 
across  the  aisle,  “He  is  your  Secretary, 
you  put  him  in  a  position  of  importance.” 

These  children  are  not  imaginary.  They 
are  in  school  today  and  they  can  be  counted 
■with  reasonable  accuracy. 

Over  2  million  of  these  real  children 
the  Secretary  was  talking  about  exceed 
normal  school  capacity.  The  problem 
of  inadequate  educational  facilities  will 
not  disappear  by  pretending  that  it  is 
last  year.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  will 
continue  to  worsen.  We  have  12  million 
children  under  '3  years  of  age  and  there 
are  going  to  be  51/2  million  babies  born 
each  year  10  years  from  now.  The  pres¬ 
ent  classroom  shortage  will  seem  minor 
a  few  years  from  now  unless  we  begin 
doing  something  about  it,  and  doing  it 
now. 

College  enrollments  will  double  in  the 
next  10  years.  We  will  have  8  million 
to  10  million  students  between  the  ages 
of  18  and  25  in  our  colleges  and  univer¬ 
sities.  That  means  we  will  have  to  dou¬ 
ble  the  facilities  or  build  an  amount 
equal  to  that  built  in  the  last  300  years. 
This  will  all  have  to  be  done  in  the  next 
10  to  15  years. 

For  years  we  have  watched  while  the 
number  of  the  Nation’s  older  folks  in¬ 
creased  yet  today  we  find  ourselves 
totally  unprepared  to  cope  with  the  prob¬ 
lem.  About  8*72  percent  of  our  popula¬ 
tion — 14  million  people — are  over  65 
years  of  age.  By  1960  the  number  is 
expected  to  be  almost  16  million.  Our 
senior  citizens  must  have  satisfactory 
incomes  and  living  standards.  Simple 
justice  dictates  that.  Yet  while  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  population  aged  65  and  older  in¬ 
creased  17  percent  from  1947  to  1952,  for 
instance,  their  share  of  total  personal 
Income  did  not  increase  at  all.  Today 
the  average  person  over-  65  has  an  income 
of  less  than  $1,000  and  1  of  4  of  them 
has  no  income  at  all.  We  simply  have 
not  kept  faith  with  the  Nation’s  senior 
citizens  on  our  present  budget.  Are  they 
too  to  be  sacrificed  on  the  altar  of  econ¬ 
omy  for  the  sake  of  economy?  Or  will 
we  face  up  to  om’  responsibilities  and 
modernize  our  old  age  security  programs 
to  meet  today’s  problems? 

The  health  of  the  Nation,  while  im¬ 
proving,  is  still  inadequate.  Research  of 
all  sorts  into  these  problems  is  critically 
needed  yet  there  are  those  on  this  floor 
who  would  cut  the  funds  required  to 
carry  out  such  research.  In  mental 
health  for  instance,  much  research  is 
needed  if  we  are  to  begin  to  solve  this 


tragic  problem  which  afflicts  so  many 
people.  Over  50  percent  of  all  the  hos¬ 
pital  beds  in  the  Nation  are  taken  up  by 
individuals  suffering  from  some  sort  of 
mental  illness.  Does  anyone  think  that 
this  problem  of  mental  illness  will  sub¬ 
side  in  the  near  future?  Do  you  think 
there  is  going  to  be  less  disease  of  all 
types? 

If  some  of  the  Members  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  are  really  interested  in 
saving  money  maybe  these  figures  would 
be  of  interest  to  them:  Because  of  ill 
health  we  lose  between  4  and  5  million 
man-years  of  work  and  more  than  $38 
billion  of  national  wealth  each  year.  Ex¬ 
panded  research  programs  into  some  of 
the  more  serious  of  these  killer  diseases 
such  as  heart  trouble,  cancer,  arthritis, 
mental  health,  and  others  would,  in  the 
long  run,  save  us  money.  But  this  takes 
money — not  how  much  we  spent  last  year 
but  enough  to  take  care  of  the  problem 
as  it  exists  this  year  and  as  it  will  grow 
in  the  years  to  come  because  of  increased 
population. 

Look  at  what  happened  in  the  field  of 
automobile  transportation  and  traffic. 
We  are  killing  more  men,  women,  and 
children — civilians  on  our  highways, 
roads,  and  streets  of  America  in  the  last 
12  months  than  were  killed  in  30  months 
of  the  tragic  war  in  Korea  a  few  years 
ago.  Forty  thousand  three  hundred 
people  were  killed  on  the  highways  and 
streets  of  America  in  the  last  12  months. 
We  need  modern  highways  to  stop  this 
killing.  So  I  urge  you  to  look  at  this 
appropriation  with  tomorrow,  not  yes¬ 
terday,  in  mind.  We  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  hold  the  line,  as  has  been  said, 
because  the  demands  and  needs  of  an 
ever-increasing  population  will  be  too 
great.  We  have  to  be  more  realistic 
about  it.  We  have  to  look  ahead  to  see 
what  the  times  are  going  to  be  and  act 
accoi’dingly.  These  are  the  realities  of 
the  situation  and  they  must  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  a  realistic  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blat- 
nik]  has  expired. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  we  are  all  very, 
very  conscious  of  the  effect  of  statistics. 
If  we  study  them  we  can  interpret  them 
in  various  ways.  We  have  just  had  a 
very  able  argument  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blat- 
NiKl.  I  do  not  have  any  desire  to  refute 
the  statements  he  made,  when  they  are 
based  upon  statistics.  However,  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  they  might  be  interpreted  in  a 
very  different  way.  The  hard  facts  of 
the  matter  are  that  in  1940  we  had  a 
population  of  131  million.  In  1958,  at 
the  time  this  budget  becomes  effective, 
we  will  probably  have  a  population  of 
171  million,  40  million  increase.  That 
figures  31  percent  increase  in  popu¬ 
lation. 

Now,  what  about  the  budget  of  1940? 
Nine  billion  dollars.  What  about  the 
requested  budget  for  1958?  Seventy- 
two  billion  dollars;  an  increase  of  nearly 
800  percent  in  requested  appropriations. 

Now,  it  would  not  be  fair  not  to  put 
that  back  in  terms  of  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar  in  1940.  Let  us  say 
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we  can  cut  50  percent  in  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar.  It  is  still  a  400- 
percent  increase.  A  31 -percent  increase 
in  population  and  a  400-percent  increase 
in  requested  budget.  Those  figures  are 
hard  to  argue  against,  even  with  this 
tremendous  defense  effort.  Even  with 
the  tremendous  defense  effort  can  you 
justify  that  increase?  I  doubt  it.  I 
believe  we  should  look  these  facts  in  the 
face  and  analyze  some  of  these  state¬ 
ments  that  are  made,  and  get  down  to 
brass  tacks. 

We  know  very  well  the  most  effective 
factor  in  inflation  is  Federal  spending. 
If  we  can  cut  thK  Federal  spending  to 
reasonable,  but  still  very  great  size,  say 
to  this  current  year  or  last  year,  we  can 
save  six  or  seven  thousand  million  dol¬ 
lars.  If  we  can  apply  that  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral  debt,  your  so-called  tight  money  sit¬ 
uation  vanishes  into  thin  air. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  today’s 
issue  of  the  Washington  Star,  just  off  the 
press,  carried  the  headline  in  boxcar  let¬ 
ters  :  “United  States  payroll  hits  a  billion 
dollars  monthly.”  Under  it  is  the  state¬ 
ment  that  “the  Federal  payroll  in  Janu¬ 
ary  hit  an  all-time  peak  of  $1  billion  a, 
month.” 

And  supplementing  that  is  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  "This  was  the  highest 
monthly  Federal  civilian  payroll  of  all 
times”  and 

“This  total  was  reported  despite  a  de¬ 
crease  in  emplosment  which  occurred 
during  the  same  month.” 

When  the  bill  passes,  if  it  passes  in  its 
present  form,  this  statement  will  be  ob¬ 
solete  because  the  bill  carries  for  HEW 
alone  1,086  additional  employees.  The 
entire  bill  increases  the  number  of  civil¬ 
ian  employees  something  like  1,300  and 
the  total  budget  this  year  if  enacted  as 
submitted  would  add  additional  Federal 
employees  in  the  number  of  29,472  over 
June  1957,  and  75,945  over  June  1956. 

The  January  payroll  is  not  only  the 
highest  in  history  but  under  the  pending 
budget  and  the  pending  bill  it  is  increas¬ 
ing  at  an  astonishing  rate,  and  of  course 
taxes  must  keep  pace  with  the  increase. 

I  was  much  intrigued  by  the  prelim- 
inai-y  remarks  of  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island.  The  edi¬ 
torial  on  which  he  based  his  remarks 
stated  that  expenditures  provided  in  this 
bill  were  a  bright  promise.  That  is  the 
trouble,  we  have  been  regaled  with  such 
promises  too  often  unfulfilled. 

The  one  thing  we  should  keep  in  mind 
is  the  fact  that  these  appropriation  bills 
affect  the  cost  of  living  of  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  the  United  States. 

Due  to  excessive  appropriations,  the 
breakfast  served  this  morning  on  the 
table  of  every  family  in  America  cost 
twice  as  much  as  it  cost  a  comparatively 
short  time  ago.  Because  we  have  been 
spending  money  we  did  not  have  for 
things  we  could  get  along  without,  the 
cost  of  living  has  climbed  steadily.  And 
because  we  continue  to  pile  up  the  na¬ 
tional  debt  and  maintain  wartime  taxes 
the  statistical  bureaus  of  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Government  report  that  the 
cost  of  living  has  continued  to  increase 
over  the  years  and  has  increased  over  the 
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previous  month  for  the  last  eight  succes¬ 
sive  months.  The  cost  of  food  and  cloth¬ 
ing  and  shelter  and  family  maintenance 
was  higher  last  month  than  the  month 
before:  it  is  higher  this  month  than  it 
was  last,  and  it  will  be  higher  next  month 
than  it  is  this  month.  Yet  we  keep  on 
spending  money  and  more  money  for 
things  we  could  get  along  without.  Un¬ 
less  we  stop  buying  the  things  we  can  get 
along  without  we  can  expect  to  have  to 
pay  more  and  more  for  the  things  we  can 
not  get  along  without. 

(Mr.  CANNON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  pro 
forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  listened  last  week 
and  this  morning,  and  I  have  read  in  the 
newspapers,  the  agonizing  cries  about 
cutting  this  bill.  I  want  to  remind  the 
House  that  you  haye  not  cut  $1  below 
what  they  are  living  on  now.  All  we  are 
asking  them  to  do  is  to  buckle  their  belts 
just  1  notch  tighter  and  live  this  year 
within  the  same  budget  they  lived  on  last 
year.  We  are  asking,  in  response  to  the 
demand  of  the  American  people,  that  this 
budget  be  cut.  If  you  cut  this  budget 
back  to  what  it  was  last  year  you  will 
have  accomplished  a  great  object.  I  do 
not  think  you  will  succeed  in  doing  it  on 
this  bill  because  you  are  not  cutting 
everything  back  to  what  it  was  last  year. 

There  is  a  lot  of  talk  about  cuts,  but 
we  have  not  been  cutting.  I  would  like 
to  remind  you  of  a  few  figures  about  em¬ 
ployment.  In  this  particular  bill,  do  you 
realize  this  department  is  asking  for  an 
increase  of  5,548  new  employees  for  the 
coming  year?  The  argument  is  made, 
“well,  you  are  going  to  hurt  some  poor 
person  who  will  not  get  this  piece  of 
charity  that  we  have  proclaimed  in  some 
bill  for  an  authorization.”  But  5,548  new 
employees  means  a  lot  of  money  and  that 
is  what  this  bill  calls  for.  And  does  not 
help  one  poor  person  or  one  sick  person. 

You  might  as  well  be  reminded  of  the 
previous  rate  of  increased  employment 
in  this  ever-growing  bureau.  The  figures 
for  1956  were  54,341,  in  1957  there  were 
58,153  and  this  year  the  present  bill  pro¬ 
vides  money  for  an  inczease  to  63,701 
employees. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  bill  has  been 
cut  by  $114  million.  Do  you  know  where 
that  cut  is  ?  Sixty-six  million,  eight  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  dollars  of  that  cut  is  a 
reduction  in  school  construction  in  im- 
pactd  areas.  It  was  reduced  because, 
apparently,  they  did  not  have  a  call  for 
it,  they  have  constructed  the  schools. 
That  is  $66  million  they  did  not  ask  for 
this  year.  Then  there  is  veterans’  un¬ 
employment  compensation  in  which  the 
demands  have  been  declining  constantly. 
The  budget  cut  that  $33  million.  So  $100 
million  of  that  $114  million  as  shown  in 
the  report  involves  cuts  in  things  that 
were  not  needed  any  more. 

I  hope  that  the  Members  of  the  House 
in  voting  on  these  things  will  remember 
that  we  are  not  seeking  to  cut  below  last 
year.  We  are  asking  them  only  to  live 
within  their  present  budget. 


Mrs.  BLTTCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  CJeorgia. 

Mrs.  BLITCH.  Is  it  not  true  that  if 
we  do  not  cut  down  the  administrative 
expenses  of  these  programs  we  are  going . 
to  be  forced  to  deprive  the  people  for 
which  these  programs  were  established 
in  the  first  place  of  the  full  benefit  of 
them? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  think  so  and 
I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her  con¬ 
tribution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  lot  of  threats  here  in  the 
last  few  days,  that  we  are  going  to  have 
a  rollcall  on  all  of  these  amendments. 
I  hope  you  will  have  a  rollcall  on  all  of 
them.  Personally,  I  think  I  have  voted 
for  all  the  cuts  and  I  would  welcome  the 
opportunity  to  put  myself  on  record  for 
what  the  American  people  are  demand¬ 
ing  and  that  is  that  we  reduce  expendi¬ 
tures  so  that  they  may  get  some  relief 
from  the  present  terrific  burden  of  taxes. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  thing  that  worries 
me  about  the  discussion  of  the  bill  thus 
far  is  that  whenever  any  of  us  undertake 
to  show  some  interest  in  economical  ad¬ 
ministration'  and  offer  amendments  to 
cut  down  on  the  growing  bureaucracy, 
other  members  of  this  Committee  accuse 
us  of  being  opposed  to  better  health, 
better  education  and  better  living  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  American  people. 

The  other  day  one  member  of  the 
Committee  compared  those  of  us  who 
are  trying  to  make  reductions  in  this  bill 
to  people  who  would  take  money  out  of 
a  cup  held  by  a  blind  man.  Another 
member  last  Friday  delivered  a  speech 
here  in  the  well  in  which  he  quoted  St. 
Paul’s  statement  that  charity  is  the 
greatest  virtue.  Now,  I  do  not  profess  to 
be  a  great  Bible  student,  but  I  do  not 
believe  the  gentleman  can  find  any  place 
in  the  Bible  where  St.  Paul  or  anybody 
else  encouraged  a  trustee  to  be  chari¬ 
table  with  somebody  else’s  money. 

It  is  very  well  to  be  charitable  with 
our  own  money,  and  I  try  to  be  as  liberal 
as  possible  with  my  own,  but  we  are 
trustees  of  the  tax  money  we  extract  from 
the  American  people,  and  it  is  our 
responsibility,  in  my  judgment,  to  see 
that  that  money  is  wisely  expended. 

Now,  let  me  give  you  a  little  illustra¬ 
tion  of' what  I  have  in  mind  We  have 
a  very  fine  program  called  asj^istance 
to  States,  general.  It  is  administered 
by  the  Public  Health  Service  I  invite 
your  attention  to  pages  429  and  430  of 


the  hearings.  There  is  an  interesting 
table  on  page  430.  Now,  if  an  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered  to  cut  some  of  the  ap¬ 
proximately  $19  million  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  allowed  to  run  this  particular 
program  next  year,  the  charge  will  be 
made,  as  it  has  already  been  made,  that 
the  people  who  offer  and  support  the 
amendment  are  not  willing  for  the 
American  people  to  have  good  health; 
that  they  are  so  coldhearted  that  they 
have  no  sympathy  with  people  who  are 
unfortunate  enough  not  to  have  good 
health.  But,  I  call  your  attention  to  this 
fact.  The  table  on  page  430  shows  that 
requests  were  made  this  year  for  $24,- 
609,000  to  operate  that  program,  but  I 
also  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
only  $18.5  million  of  that  money  was  to 
go  for  health  assistance  to  the  States. 
In  other  words,  they  were  asking  for 
$6  million  to  pay  the  overhead  costs  to 
distribute  $18  nlillion  to  the  States.  To 
put  this  another  way,  we  take  from  the 
States  in  the  first  place  the  entire  $24 
million  and  then  we  are  asked  to  spend 
$6  million  on  salaries  and  overhead  ex¬ 
penses  in  order  to  give  $18  million  back 
to  the  very  people  from  whom  we  ex¬ 
tracted  the  $24  million  in  the  first  place. 

Now,  let  me  call  your  attention  to  some 
of  the  increases  they  requested.  Last 
year  they  had  $3.5  million  for  person¬ 
nel.  They  wanted  to  increase  that  by 
half  a  million  dollars  to  $4.1  million, 
last  year  they  spent  $282,550  in  this 
program  for  travel.  They  wanted  to 
increase  that  to  $364,450  for  travel;  not 
for  health,  not  for  better  health,  but  for 
travel.  They  wanted  to  increase  their 
communications  budget  from  $173,100 
to  $178,900.  They  wanted  to  increase 
their  printing  bill.  They  wanted  to  in¬ 
crease  their  bill  for  supplies  and  equip¬ 
ment.  And,  of  course,  they  had  the 
mandatory  increase  of  $200,000  for  Civil 
Service  retirement. 

Now,  I  do  not  criticize  the  committee 
for  its  action  in  this  case  because  the 
committee  reduced  those  requests  by  $5 
million.  They  increased  some  of  the 
grants  by  $2  miUion.  Those  of  us  who 
are  trying  to  bring  about  some  economy 
are  trying  generally  to  reduce  spending 
to  1957  levels  and  not,  as  has  been  im¬ 
plied,  to  cripple,  emasculate  or  destroy 
programs  providing  health  benefits.  We 
think  economies  can  be  practiced  in 
many  areas,  and  we  believe  it  is  the  duty 
of  this  committee  to  point  out  the  way. 
But  these  efforts  do  not  deseiwe  to  be 
called  attempts  to  scuttle  the’  health 
programs.  I  for  one  reject  that  charge 
as  wholly  unfounded. 

,  Following  is  the  table  to  which  I  refer¬ 
red.  It  is  taken  from  page  430  of  the 
heai’ings: 


Assistance  to  States,  general,  obligations  by  objects 


1956  actual 

1957  estimate 

1958  estimate 

574 

612 

733 

12 

6 

8 

621 

674 

669 

Number  of  employees  at  end  of  year _ . . 

645 

601 

700 

Average  salaries  and  grades: 

General  schedule  grades: 

$4.  9.59 

$.5, 049 

$5, 148 

Average  grade . . . . . . 

GS-6.2 

OS-6.4 

OS-6.7 
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Assistance  to  States,  general,  oUigations  hy  objects — Continued 


1956  actual 

1957  estimate 

1958  estimate 

(Jl  Personal  services: 

Permanent  positions _ - 

Positions  other  than  permanent . . 

$3, 022, 693 
67,  395 
9,787 
34,349 

$3, 490,  ,580 
30, 100 

$4, 108, 900 
44,500 
16, 100 
12,400 

Payment  above  basic  rates - - - 

Total  personal  services . . 

11,900 

3, 134,  214 
2.53, 861 
20, 993 
177,  160 
87,  597 
90,  4(i9 
12;i,  286 
14,  657 

1 63,  000 
53,  985 
41,  892 
13,  332, 038 

3,  532,  580 
282,  550 
30,  700 
173, 100 
71,  200 
84,900 
178,  470 
12,  900 
163, 000 
5.5, 700 
43,  700 
13,  000,  000 

4, 181,  900 
364, 450 
47,  700 
178,  900 
71,  200 
104.  700 
592,  450 
12, 900 
163, 000 
96,200 
72, 100 
18,  .500,  000 
200,000 
.3,200 
19,  700 

Oil  Transportation  of  things . - - - - — - 

04  Communication  services - 

07  Other  contractual  services - - - 

Services  performed  by  other  agencies - 

Purchase  of  vital  records  transcripts . . . 

OS  Supplies  and  materials . - . 

Jl  Grants,  subsidies,  and  contributions  - 

3,  400 
3,  183 

2,800 

10,400 

15  Taxes  and  assessments _ _ - - - 

17,  499,  735 

17,  642,  000 

24, 609, 000 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chainnan, 
would  the  gentleman  yield  to  me  for  just 
a  moment  to  correct  statements  made  by 
the  gentleman  who  just  left  the  floor? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  remember  it,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas]  said  that 
about  six  or  eight  million  dollars  of 
these  grants  to  States  was  for  adminis¬ 
trative  purposes.  That  is  not  so.  Re¬ 
ferring  to  the  table  the  gentleman 
quoted  from,  you  will  see  on  the  preced¬ 
ing  page  that  in  order  to  administer  this 
$20  million  it  is  going  to  cost  $108,000 
for  administration,  not  six  or  eight  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  as  the  gentleman  said. 
There  are  items  im  there  for  technical 
assistance  to  States,  almost  $2  million. 
There  is  another  item  for  collecting  and 
compiling  vital  statistics  that  amounts 
to  $iy2  million  and  other  assistance  that 
the  States  have  been  asking  for  and 
which  we  have  been  supplying  to  them, 
and  which  certainly  have  helped  these 
backward  States  no  end  in  the  last  7  or 
8  years.  It  is  these  programs  that  make 
up  way  over  90  percent  of  the  six  or 
eight  million  dollars. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chainnan,  in  the 
somewhat  vociferous  arguments  that 
we  have  listened  to  for  the  past  week  on 
this  appropriation  bill  covering  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Labor  and  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  I  cannot  help  but 
question  the  consistency  of  some  of  the 
gentlemen  who  have  been  leading  the 
fight  to  make  reductions.  Some  of  them 
as  small  as  $10,000  or  $20,000  in  some 
items. 

I  refer  particularly  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Virginia,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
[Mr.  Smith]  and  the  ranking  Democrat 
on  that  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Colmer].  I  should  like 
to  remind  those  gentlemen  that  some  of 
the  headaches  with  which  we  are  met 
here  today  came  about  because  of  the 
action  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  in 
bringing  legislation  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  under  a  gag  rule,  imder  which  the 
House  was  not  able  to  work  its  will.  It 
has  resulted  in  unnecessary  and  burden¬ 


some  appropriation  items  to  carry  the 
legislation  into  effect. 

The  latest  one  of  those  was  the  Mid¬ 
east  program  of  President  Eisenhower, 
involving  $400  million.  That  was 
brought  to  the  floor  under  a  gag  rule,  so 
that  the  House  could  not  work  its  will  on 
it.  I  would  like  to  remind  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  that  bill  was  modified  some¬ 
what  in  the  other  body  and  came  back 
here  with  a  provision  that  they  had  to 
come  to  Congress  before  they  could  use 
$200  million  of  the  $400  million.  But 
those  are  the  things  that  are  costly  and 
those  are  the  things  that  we  want  to  get 
at.  I  think  it  is  time  we  stopped  bring¬ 
ing  legislation  involving  appropriations 
to  the  floor  of  this  House  under  gag 
rules. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  necessaiy  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks, 
and  to  speak  for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  an 
item  on  page  25  of  the  bill: 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction:  For  payments  under  section  6  of 
the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended, 
$50  million,  to  remain  available  only  until 
June  30,  1959. 

So  that  evei-ybody  understands  my 
position,  I  intend  to  oppose  any  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  offered  to  delete  this  item 
from  the  bill.  For  the  benefit  of  my 
Republican  colleagues  who  ran  on  the 
program  of  peace,  progress,  and  prosper¬ 
ity,  I  should  like  to  quote  what  the  Presi¬ 
dent  stated  in  his  state  of  the  Union 
message.  I  am  rather  hesitant  to  bring 
this  up  at  this  time,  but  at  the  time  th-e 
amendment  will  be  presented  to  delete 
this  appropriation  I  might  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  call  attention  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  statement  made  by  the  President 
in  his  state  of  the  Union  message : 

Our  soil,  water,  mineral,  forest,  fish,  and 
wildlife  resources  are  being  conserved  and 
improved  more  effectively.  Their  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  are  vital  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  and  future  strength  of  the  Nation.  But 
they  must  not  be  the  concern  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  alone.  State  and  local  en¬ 
tities,  and  private  enterprise  should  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  participate  in  such  projects. 

I  would  like  to  make  special  mention  of 
programs  for  making  the  best  uses  of  water, 
rapidly  becoming  our  most  valuable  natural 


resource.  Just  as  it  can  be,  when  neglected, 
a  destroyer  of  both  life  and  wealth.  There 
has  been  prepared  and  published  a  compre¬ 
hensive  water  report -developed  by  a  Cabinet 
committee  and  relating  to  the  various 
phases  of  this  particular  problem. 

In  the  light  of  this  report,  there  are  two 
things  I  believe  we  should  keep  constantly 
in  mind.  The  first  is  that  each  of  our  great 
river  valleys  should  be  considered  as  a  whole. 
Piecemeal  operations  within  each  lesser 
drainage  area  can  be  self-defeating  or,  at 
the  very  least,  needlessly  expensive.  The 
second  is  that  the  domestic  and  industrial 
demands  for  water  grow  far  more  rapidly 
than  does  our  population. 

The  whole  matter  of  making  the  best  use 
of  each  drop  of  water  from  the  moment  it 
touches  our  soil  until  it  reaches  the  oceans, 
for  such  purposes  as  irrigation,  flood  control! 
power  production,  and  domestic  and  indus¬ 
trial  uses  clearly  demands  the  closest  kind 
of  cooperation  and  partnership  between  mu¬ 
nicipalities,  States,  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Through  cooperation  of  Federal, 
State,  and  '  local  authorities  ill  these  vast 
projects  we  can  obtain  the  economy  and 
efficiency  of  development  and  operation  that 
springs  from  a  lively  sense  of  local  respon¬ 
sibility. 

And  until  such  partnership  Is  established 
on  a  proper  and  logical  basis  of  sharing  au¬ 
thority,  responsibility,  and  costs,  our  coun¬ 
try  will  never  have  both  the  fully  productive 
use  of  water  that  it  so  obviously  needs  and 
protection  against  disastrous  flood. 

If  we  fail  in  establishing  and  sustaining 
this  partnership,  all  the  many  tasks  that 
need  to  be  done  in  America  could  be  ac¬ 
complished  only  at  an  excessive  cost,  by  the 
growth  of  a  stifling  bureaucracy,  and  even¬ 
tually  with  a  dangerous  degree  of  central¬ 
ized  control  over  our  national  life. 

In  all  domestic  matters,  I  believe  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States  will  expect  of  us 
effective  action  to  remedy  past  failure  in 
meeting  critical  needs. 

When  this  amendment  is  offered  to 
strike  out  this  $50  million,  it  would 
mean  the  finish  of  this  whole  program 
of  cooperation  between  the  Federal 
Government,  the  States,  and  the  munici¬ 
palities  in  an  attempt  to  clean  up  the 
pollution  that  exists  in  our  streams  and 
waters  throughout  the  Nation. 

We  are  blessed  with  great  natural  re¬ 
sources,  a  God-given  supply  of  water. 
The  evidences  of  the  devastation  of 
pollutive  conditions  that  exist  on  our 
streams  throughout  the  Nation  are  on 
every  hand.  With  the  increased  growth 
of  our  population,  unless  we  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  States  and  the  municipali¬ 
ties  manifest  interest  for  the  protection 
and  conservation  of  our  water  so  that 
w'e  can  build  for  the  future,  the  pollu¬ 
tion  of  our  streams  will  continue.  The 
existing  conditions  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion  must  be  corrected. 

The  attempt  that  will  be  made  to 
strike  out  this  $50  million  appropriation 
that  is  in  this  bill  in  my  estimation  is 
not  good  judgment.  To  me,  clean 
streams,  clean  water,  the  health  and 
sanitation  of  our  people,  particularly  the 
great  metropolitan  areas,  need  our  most 
careful  attention  and  consideration.  I 
sincerely  hope  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  be  alerted  at  the  time  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered  to  take  such  action  as 
in  their  judgment  they  see  fit  to  take 
for  the  health  welfare  of  the  people  of 
the  Nation.  As  for  me,  I  am  an  advo¬ 
cate  of  clean  streams  and  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  pollution  and  filth  from  our 
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•waters.  This  is  a  program  that  should 
be  continued  and  should  have  been  un¬ 
dertaken  many  years  ago  in  order  that 
we  may  conserve  and  protect  our  waters 
for  the  growth  and  development  of  the 
Nation  and  be  helpful  to  protect  and 
conserve  our  waters  for  the  generations 
that  will  follow. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  a  few 
words  about  this  “economy  drive”  which 
we  have  seen  in  operation  here  in  the 
House  during  the  last  few  days. 

When  we  received  this  $73.6-billion 
Budget  from  the  President,  which  was 
the  highest  peacetime  budget  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  United  States,  and  when  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  made  his  well- 
publicized  statement  that  this  Budget 
should  be  cut,  I  am  sure  we  all  know 
there  was  a  great  wave  of  feehng 
throughout  the  country  that  it  was  in¬ 
cumbent  upon  the  Congress  to  make  a 
cut  in  this  Budget. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  subcommittee 
which  dealt  with  this  particular  bill  to 
provide  funds  for  the  Labor  Department 
and  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.  We  approached  their 
budgets  on  the  theory  and  with  the 
thought  uppermost  in  our  minds  that  we 
should  cut  them  down  in  every  case 
where  it  was  possible  to  cut  with  genuine 
economy.  We  heard  the  evidence  on 
this  bill,  and  we  took  the  testimony  of 
official  witnesses.  I  think  that  our  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  did  an  excel¬ 
lent  job.  We  cut  the  appropriation  $119 
million  below  the  Department’s  requests, 
and  $19  million  below  the  appropriation 
made  last  year. 

Some  people  have  said  here  that  cer¬ 
tain  expenditure  items  were  taken  out  of 
the  bill  only  because  certain  programs 
had  expired.  But  let  me  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  certain  items  for 
additional  expenditures  had  to  go  into 
the  bill.  There  was  the  item  providing 
for  the  extra  day’s  pay  to  be  paid  during 
the  next  fiscal  year.  And  there  was 
another  item  added  because  of  the  new 
system  of  accounting  by  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contribution  for  employees’  re¬ 
tirement  pay,  instead  of  being  handled 
as  a  single,  separate  appropriation,  is  to 
be  paid  from  the  appropriation  for  each 
individual  Department  into  a  general 
fund. 

Then  a  very  large  increase  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  now  before  us  came  about 
because  of  a  mandatoi’y  increase  in 
grants  to  States  for  public-assistance  or 
welfare  payments  as  a  result  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  Congress  last  year.  I  say  that  we 
cut  this  bill  a  very  large  sum,  considering 
the  limited  leeway  we  had.  I  think  our 
committee  did  an  excellent  job. 

But,  when  this  bill  came  to  the  fioor, 
there  were  more  amendments  offered  to 
this  bill  than  to  any  bill  that  I  have  seen 
since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  And  I  imagine  some  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  who  have  been  here  for  many,  many 
years  have  never  seen  a  drive  against  any 
bill  such  as  the  drive  that  has  taken  place 


against  this  one,  with  amendment  after 
amendment  being  offered  to  cut  the  ap¬ 
propriation  recommended  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  We  have  been 
working  here  for  5  days  on  it  and  looks 
as  if  we  are  going  to  be  here  with  it  for  a 
few  days  more. 

We  hear  so  much  about  the  “economy” 
resulting  from  some  of  these  cuts  made 
on  the  House  fioor.  I  think  our  commit¬ 
tee  cut  this  bill  to  the  bone.  But  I  think 
the  nature  of  the  cuts  our  committee 
made  will  not  impair  the  essential  fimc- 
tions  of  our  Government.  When  Con¬ 
gress  passes  a  law  setting  up  a  program, 
you  have  to  appropriate  new  money,  if 
the  program  calls  for  it,  to  carry  out 
that  law.  We  who  serve  on  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  have  operated 
within  those  requirements  and  those  lim¬ 
its,  as  is  only  proper. 

I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  said  that  the  actions  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  this  bill  were  “fat¬ 
uous  and  futile.”  I  turned  on  my  tele¬ 
vision  yesterday  evening,  and  I  heard 
the  statement  made  by  Mr.  Mitchell,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  when  he  was  asked 
about  the  cuts  made  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  He  said  he  did  not  agree  with 
the  cuts  that  the  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations  made,  but  he  said  the 
committee  did  act  intelligently.  He  said 
they  acted  constructively.  He  said  the 
committee  acted  in  a  way  demonstrating 
that  they  knew  what  they  were  doing. 

For  instance,  Secretary  Mitchell  said 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  al¬ 
lowed  money  to  permit  the  Department 
of  Labor  to  try  to  help  in  finding  jobs  for 
persons  over  45  years  of  age.  He  said 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  al¬ 
lowed  money  so  that  veterans  discharged" 
from  the  military  service  would  have 
someone  to  help  them  to  find  a  civilian 
job.  He  said  that  the  action  here  in  the 
House  took  that  help  away  from  them. 
He  said  the  action  of  the  House  took  that 
money  away  from  the  Department  so 
that  they  cannot  carry  on  that  program. 

Then,  in  this  morning’s  paper,  the 
Washington  Post,  I  read  this  statement 
made  by  a  third  member  of  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  “team,”  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

Secretary  Folsom  is  quoted  as  saying : 

While  I  did  not  agree  with  the  actions  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Approprlatio-ns 
with  respect  to  this  budget,  I  know  those 
actions  were  based  on  a  thorough  knowledge 
and  a  constructive  approach  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  in  those  fields  and  were  taken  only 
after  weeks  of  hearings  and  careful  delib¬ 
erations. 

He  said,  and  I  repeat: 

I  know  these  actions  were  based  on  a 
thorough  knowledge  and  a  constructive  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  problems  in  those  fields. 

Thus  he  was  saying  in  an  implied  way 
that  that  was  not  the  case  with  the  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 

This  bill  deals  with  matters  affecting 
labor,  health,  education,  and  welfare.  It 
Is  something  in  which  everyone  in  the 
country  is  interested.  The  extreme  na¬ 
ture  of  this  drive  that  is  being  made 
now  is  apt  to  cause  the  pendulum  of  pub¬ 
lic  sentiment  to  swing  the  other  way,  if 
my  mail  is  any  criterion. 


For  a  good  while  after  the  President 
submitted  his  budget,  I  received  mail 
day  after  day  saying  that  we  should  cut 
the  appropriations.  But  since  this  bill 
has  come  before  the  House,  and  met  the 
treatment  that  it  has  here,  1  have  re¬ 
ceived  piles  of  letters  and  telegrams  pro¬ 
testing  against  the  proposed  cuts  and 
the  cuts  that  have  been  made  by  the 
House. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  an  extreme. 
I  think  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  went  down  the  middle  of  the  road 
and  offered  the  House  a  sound  approach 
to  economy.  I  am  afraid  the  action  the 
House  is  taking  is  not  going  to  bring 
real  economy  in  the  long  run  and  those 
who  are  pushing  this  “economy  drive” 
here  are  just  going  to  defeat  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  economy  and  their  own  object 
and  their  own  ends. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  important 
that  the  two  points  of  this  economy  drive 
be  emphasized.  One,  of  course,  runs 
through  most  of  these  proposed  cuts. 
That  is  the  concern  that  many  of  us 
have,  of  how  much  money  we  can  take 
out  of  the  economy  each  year  in  a  safe 
manner.  That  is  the  traditional  base 
for  economy  moves.  But  there  is  also  a 
very  important  second  line  of  reasoning 
that  is  based  upon  another  considera¬ 
tion.  I  am  contemplating  offering  a  se¬ 
ries  of  amendments  that  will  be  based 
primarily  upon  this  second  basic  reason. 
It  is  the  question  of  what  happens  when 
we  have  the  Federal  Government  come 
into  these  programs;  whether  or  not  that 
is  the  best  way  to  accomplish  results. 
That  is  not  a  question  of  how  much 
money  we  are  spending.  It  is  a  question 
of  how  we  are  spending  the  money.  It 
is  a  question  of  whether  we  are  spend¬ 
ing  that  money  wisely. 

Now,  I  am  taking  on  a  burden  that  is 
really  difficult  to  try  to  discuss  objec¬ 
tively  these  Health  Institute  programs. 
To  try  to  discuss  what  is  the  best  way 
to  go  about  combating  cancer  and  heart 
disease,  et  cetera,  which  all  of  us  are 
opposed  to.  We  want  to  do  everything 
we  can  to  try  to  further  those  programs. 
It  is  a  question  of  balance.  Everyone 
knows  that  private  industry  is  the  main 
source  of  our  advancement  in  those 
areas.  It  is  true  of  education  as  well  as 
of  health.  The  Federal  Government  has 
a  part  to  play,  in  my  judgment,  but  it 
is  a  question  of  what- part  it  is  to  play 
and  how  large  a  part.  On  these  health 
programs,  these  are  open-end  authoriza¬ 
tions.  There  is  only  one  way  in  which 
we  can  decide  how  far  the  Government 
will  go,  and  that  is  right  here  when  these 
appropriation  bills  come  up. 

Here  is  an  example  of  the  damage  that 
can  be  caused  if  we  create  an  imbalance 
between  private.  Federal  and  local  en¬ 
terprises.  For  example,  we  dry  up  clin¬ 
ical  material.  In  cancer  research, 
through  this  centralization  of  research, 
which  is  essentially  what  we  have  in  this 
Federal  program,  we  are  di-ying  up  clin¬ 
ical  material  that  is  available  upon  which 
to  conduct  research.  Right  now  we  have 
a  situation  where  in  cancer  research 
most  clinical  material  is  available  only 
through  some  Federal  pi;ogram.  There 
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are  many  people  in  this  research  field 
who  are  deeply  concei’ned  about  that  as¬ 
pect.  Furthermore,  too  much  centrali¬ 
zation  of  research  activity  can  be  most 
damaging,  because  most  new  ideas  come 
from  heaven  knows  where,  but  they  do 
not  come  from  a  centralized  research 
program.  Surely  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  can  afford  assistance,  but  how  far 
should  that  assistance  go?  There  is  an 
evil  in  passing  out  money  to  unqualified 
persons  or  unqualified  ideas;  when  you 
have  a  lot  of  extra  money — and  we  have 
got  it — in  these  Federal  programs,  a  lot 
of  unqualified  ideas  and  unqualified  peo¬ 
ple  can  come  in,  to  receive  some  of  those 
funds.  That  does  not  help  the  program. 
It  hurts  it. 

I  might  emphasize  another  point. 
Those  who  are  concerned  about  our 
community  chest  drives  know  that  we 
have  not  been  able  to  get  heart  and 
cancer  and  certain  other  national 
health  groups  into  our  unified  commu¬ 
nity  chest  drives.  One  reason  I  sug¬ 
gest  is — it  has  not  become  dangerous 
yet  but  it  may  become  dangerous — that 
if  the  heart  and  cancer  drives,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  do  not  meet  their  quotas  in  the 
local  community,  their  directors  can 
come  to  Washington  and  get  Federal 
funds  and  make  up  the  difference.  That 
has  already  started.  That  can  destroy 
the  very  base  of  our  local  and  private 
programs  in  the  health  and  welfare  area. 

So  what  I  am  pleading  for  is  to  talk 
about  these  things  objectively.  We  are 
all  trying  to  do  our  best  to  beat  cancer 
and  these  dread  diseases  and  remove 
them  from  our  society.  The  issue  is 
how  far  do  we  think  it  is  reasonable  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  go  in  the 
matter  of  assistance  to  get  the  best  re¬ 
sults?  How  far  do  we  think  the  Federal 
program  shculd  be  projected?  There  is 
a  basic  limit  of  trained  research  person¬ 
nel  in  all  these  programs  and  in  the 
thousand  programs  which  the  Federal 
Government  has  not  yet  touched. 

I  regret  to  say  that  the  hearings  before 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  did 
not  even  touch  these  problems.  There 
is  no  testimony  on  them;  in  fact  from 
the  hearings  there  seems  to  be  a  great 
ignorance  on  the  part  of  the  committee 
about  these  problems;  but  anybody  who 
discusses  the  situation  with  the  research¬ 
ers  and  the  persons  involved  in  these 
overall  struggles  realize  these  are  real 
and  fundamental  problems  which  must 
be  studied  and  honestly  discussed. 

I  would  conclude  by  saying  that  those 
who  consistently  try  to  take  the  discus¬ 
sion  off  of  an  objective  plane  and  place 
it  in  the  area  of  emotionalism  by  doing 
so  are  biting  the  cause  of  the  health, 
education,  and  welfare  of  our  people. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  fol¬ 
lowing  along  the  lines  of  the  statement 
just  made  by  our  colleague  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Curtis]  the  House  is  to  be 
commended  for  the  sincere,  nonparti¬ 
san  way  in  which  we  have  discussed  this 
bill.  Last  week  it  was  when  our  atten¬ 
tion  was  called  to  a  statement  in  a  press 


release  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  McMormack].  At  that 
time  the  report  was  that  the  President 
said  something  about  an  attempt  to  cut 
the  budget  being  fatuous.  Look  that  up. 
It  means  silly,  stupid,  foolish,  inane,  de¬ 
mented,  imbecile,  idiotic,  illusionary,  and 
several  things  more. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  and  please  tell  us 
who  said  that? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Naturally  the  gen¬ 
tleman  well  knows.  The  gentleman  is 
just  trying  to  kid  me.  If  I  may  have  3 
additional  minutes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  may  proceed  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRM/'N.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Now  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  tell  the  House  who  used  the  word 
“fatuous”? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  from  the  press  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  your  President  and 
mine,  used  it  with  reference  to  those 
Members  of  the  House  who  were  at¬ 
tempting  to  cut  the  items  in  the  pending 
bill.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  most  certainly  think 
the  gentleman  is  correct.  Must  we  be 
reminded  of  the  fact  that  there  were  five 
on  the  gentleman’s  side  of  the  aisle  who 
were  so  reckless  as  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted  with  the  President? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  think  there  were 
five,  maybe  more.  We  are  rather  inde¬ 
pendent  over  here.  And  the  gentleman 
may  recall  that  the  President  said  he  did 
not  want  rubber-stamp  Congressmen. 
It  was  two  Democratic  Presidents — Wil¬ 
son  and  Roosevelt — who  made  that  re¬ 
quest  which,  by  the  way,  the  people 
denied.  If  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  will  watch  the  vote  when  it  comes 
on  the  foreign  aid  he  will  find  there  will 
be  more  Republicans  in  favor  of  cutting 
that  item  which  some  characterize  as 
silly  and  useless  than  there  will  be  on 
the  gentleman’s  side.  That  is  just  my 
guess. 

We  over  here  on  the  Republican  side 
prefer,  if  we  are  to  waste  money  to  do 
the  wasting  here  in  the  United  States 
rather  than  waste  it  abroad. 

Now  let  me  quote  the  statement  of  the 
majority  leader: 

I  find  no  fault  with  what  the  President 
said.  That  is  his  right. 

Under  the  fifth  amendment — is  not 
that  right,  the  fifth  amendment?  And 
in  fairness  we  on  this  side  should  exer¬ 
cise  the  same  degree  of  independence, 
whatever  may  be  said  of  our  intelligence, 
just  claim  the  same  right  to  vote  our 
convictions. 

Let  me  read  what  the  majority  leader 
said; 

One  thing  is  certain,  when  a  Democrat  was 
President  he  at  least  had  the  majority  of  his 
own  party  supporting  him,  not  by  words 
*T  like  so  and  so.” 

My  point  is  this,  you  know  who  op¬ 
posed  the  Taft-Hartley  law.  It  was  the 
Democrats  who  furnished  the  votes  to 
override  Mr.  Truman’s  veto  of  that  bill. 


Nonpolitical?  Sure. 

Let  me  quote  a  statement  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty] : 

I  want  to  congratulate  you  now — 

Talking  about  Republicans — 
because  the  same  combination  that  was 
working  in  that  80th  Congress  in  1947  and 
1948  is  again  in  effect  yesterday  and  today 
and  tomorrow.  The  same  leaders  are  lead¬ 
ing  the  same  fight  and  I  hope  and  pray  that 
your  success  in  cutting  these  appropriations 
will  guarantee  that  a  Democrat  will  be 
elected  to  the  White  House  4  years  from  now. 

The  gentleman,  apparently,  does  not 
care  about  the  appropriation.  He  does 
not  say  anything  about  the  welfare  of 
the  country  or  the  prosperity  of  the  peo¬ 
ple.  He  does  not  say  anything  about 
peace.  The  hope  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  as  he  ex¬ 
pressed  it — Congressional  Record,  page 
3046 — is  that  the  result  of  our  action  in 
cutting  the  budget  now  will  be  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  a  Democratic  President,  a  worthy 
and  desirable  thing  from  their  stand¬ 
point.  But  hardly  the  objective  when 
an  appropriation  bill  is  being  considered. 

Some  gentlemen  on  the  Democratic 
side  are  very  solicitous  about  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  About  his  health.  Permit  me  to 
speak  as  an  expert.  I  have  had  some 
experience  with  speed  laws  in  Hagers¬ 
town..  It  cost  me  $10  to  complete  my 
education  up  there  on  that  subject. 
That  was  on  April  first — all  fools  day — 
4  or  5  years  ago.  Four  times  recently  on 
the  front  page  of  the  Washington  papers 
has  been  reference  to  the  fact  that  the 
President  when  he  went  to  Gettysburg 
was  driven  at  a  rate  which  exceeded  the 
speed  limit.  The  President  was  not  driv¬ 
ing.  It  is  doubtful  if  he  paid  the  slight¬ 
est  attention  to  the  speed.  As  chief  law 
enforcing  officer  of  the  United  States-  the 
President,  of  course,  should  obey  all 
laws.  But  my  interpretation  of  those 
articles  is  that  the  newspaper  boys  being 
caught  back  of  a  red  light  when  the 
President’s  car  went  through  cn  the 
green  were  a  little  sore  because  their  car 
was  just  a  little  late  at  the  intersection. 
And  the  officer  just  warned  their  lord- 
ships  that  there  was  a  speed  limit.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  President  will  not  let 
his  driver  do  that  any  more.  It  is  just 
too  wearing  on  the  reporters.  The  re¬ 
porters  are  luckyito  get  to  Gettysburg  at 
all. 

There  is  another  gentleman  on  the 
other  side  who  is  also  solicitous  of  the 
President’s  health.  On  March  12  he 
said; 

If  this  resolution — 

It  was  one  to  send  the  budget  back  to 
the  President — 

passes  does  the  gentleman  think  that  the 
President  would  make  any  recommendation 
to  cut  out  the  2  helicopters  it  is  proposed  to 
park  at  the  White  House  to  carry  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  his  friends  out  to  Burning  Tree  Golf 
Course. 

There  has  been  no  evidence  before  the 
House  or  its  committee  that  I  have  read 
that  such  was  the  purpose.  But  what  if 
that  was  the  purpose. 

We  only  have  I  President  at  this  time. 
Some  have  been  greatly  worried  about 
the  health  of  the  PrelTdent — when  he  had 
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the  heart  attack  and  when  he  had  that 
abdominal  operation.  Some  were  crying 
all  over  the  place,  cried  enough  to  irri¬ 
gate  the  whole  Northwest.  Some  cried 
about  the  operation.  Some  worried 
about  the  President’s  cough.  Then  some 
come  along  with  this  little  petty  criticism 
about  the  speed  of  the  car  in  which  the 
President  was  riding,  about  anything  the 
President  may  do.  It  is  my  hope  the 
President  is  careful  and  does  not  wear  a 
straw  hat  before  the  first  day  of  official 
summer. 

I  can  find  as  much  fault  with  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  legislative  program  as  anyone  on 
this  floor.  That  is  my  privilege.  But  I 
do  not  intend  to  complain  about  anything 
that  will  contribute  to  his  regaining  his 
health.  Nothing  of  that  kind  is  coming 
from  me.  Nor  is  it  my  purpose  to  advise 
him  to  eat  1  or  2  eggs  for  breakfast,  nor 
how  to  run  his  job.  If  the  opposition 
thinks  it  important,  let  it  go  ahead  and 
stick  its  political  nose  in  the  President’s 
private  life.  We  remember  that  gentle¬ 
man  who  came  from  the  great  North¬ 
west — the  chairman  will,  I  am  sure — the 
gentleman  who  was  honored  to  represent 
his  State,  who  talked  about  the  squirrels 
on  the  White  House  golf  grounds?  He 
came  here  and  was  fussing  about  the 
squirrels  on  the  White  House  lawn. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  want  to  assure  the 
gentleman  that  we  are  going  to  do  every¬ 
thing  we  can  to  help  defend  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget  here  today  and  the  budget 
of  his  appointees  from  the  Cabinet  in 
the  Department  of  Plealth,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  we  hope  by  so  doing  we 
may  extend  and  add  a  few  years  to  his 
life  because  we  are  hoping  and  praying 
that  nothing  will  happen  to  him  in  the 
near  future.  I  might  also  say  he  may 
help  us  a  little  more  if  he  would  give  us 
a  little  in  excess  of  30  miles  an  hour  sup¬ 
port  here  on  this  appropriation  bill.  I 
think  we  would  have  better  results.  We 
are  not  asking  for  40  -or  50  miles  an  hour 
in  support  but  just  30  miles  an  hour. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Was  that  what  the 
Democrats  were  doing  when  they  tried 
to  block  consideration  of  this  bill  by 
passing  House  Resolution  190  and  House 
Resolution  192  on  rollcalls  17,  18,  and  19? 
The  Democrats  who  have, a  majority  of  at 
least  31  asked  the  President  to  tell  them 
how  to  cut  the  bill.  The  President  re¬ 
plied  by  telling  the  House  it  was  our 
responsibility  and  that  is  just  what  some 
of  us  are  trying  to  do.  Mr.  Chairman, 
listen  to  this: 

Now,  my  good  friend  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island,  Mr.  Fogarty,  moves  that  we 
yield  to  the  Senate  and  put  in  the  full 
amount  of  the  Senate  Increase  aggregating 
$3  million  above  the  President’s  request. 

And  let  me  say,  my  friends,  I  am  going 
along  with  him.  You  know  in  a  super¬ 
heated,  hysterically  pressured  atmosphere 
like  this,  nobody  is  going  to  vote  against 
home  and  mother  and  free  beer — nobody 
is  going  to  vote  in  favor  of  cancer  and  heart 
disease.  The  answer  to  that  is  a  foregone 
conclusion. 

Those  were  the  words  that  came  from 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  After  we  cut  an  appro¬ 


priation  bill  it  went  over  to  the  other 
body.  It  came  back  after  conference 
where  the  Senate  added  $3  million  to  it. 
Then  when  the  bill  was  before  us  with 
the  $3  million  added  the  gentleman  who 
has  charge  of  this  bill  went  along.  The 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]  said: 
“Nobody  is  going  to  vote  against  home 
and  mother  and  fi-ee  beer — nobody  is  go¬ 
ing  to  vote  in  favor  of  cancer  and  heart 
disease.”  The  whole  trend  of  the  debate 
on  this  bill  seems  to  show  an  effort  to 
brand  those  who  favor.a  reduction  which 
will  hold  appropriations  carried  in  this 
bill  to  last  year’s  appropriation  as  fa¬ 
voring  cancer  and  heart  disease  as  an 
attempt  to  oppress  the  worker.  The  re¬ 
sult  desired  seems  to  be  to  place  the 
party  which  has  control  here  as  the 
champion  of  economy  while  at  the  same 
time  it  poses  as  the  champion  spender. 
And  with  expressed  hope  it  will  ^in  the 
next  two  elections  by  its  doubletalk. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  to 
say  that  that  statement  is  correct.  That 
statement  was  made  by  the  chairman  of 
our  Committee  on  Appropriations.  But, 
I  was  vei’y  happy  when  the  vote  came,  I 
will  say  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Michigan,  that  I  did  not  hear  3 
voices  raised  in  opposition  to  that  mo¬ 
tion  to  agree  to  the  Senate  amendments 
at  the  time  it  passed  the  House  a  year 
ago  when  we  agreed  not  to  go  $3  million 
above  but  $50  million  above  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget  for  research  in  cancer, 
heart,  and  mental  health. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  wonder  if 
the  Chair  could  advise  the  House  what 
amendment  we  are  considering  now. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  ad¬ 
vise  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  that 
we  are  now  discussing  a  pro  forma 
amendment,  and  asking  for  the  regular 
order  will  call  for  the  Clerk  to  read. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  ask  for  the 
regular  order,  then,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  withhold  that,  please? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  insist  on  the  regular 
order? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  wants  the  floor,  I  will  withdraw  my 
request. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  discuss 
the  pro  forma  amendment  a  few  min¬ 
utes.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  pro 
forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  greatly  in¬ 
terested  in  the  discussion  and  the  debate 
on  this  bill.  As  the  Members  know,  I 
served  on  the  HEW  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  2  years  with  the  able 
and  distinguished  gentleman — and  I  say 
that  in  all  sincerity — John  Fogarty,  of 
Rhode  Island,  chainnan  of  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  just  wanted  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  has  served  with 
great  distinction  on  the  committee. 
The  advice  and  counsel  that  he  ren¬ 
dered  to  those  of  us  who  were  new  at  the 
time  we  were  on  the  committee  will  never 
be  forgotten,  and  I  want  to  say  that  the 
gentleman  was  one  of  the  greatest  sup¬ 
porters  of  this  program  we  ever  had. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  was  about  to  pay  a  compliment  to  the 
gentleman.  I  was  about  to  say  that  no 
one  holds  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  chairm.an  of  this 
subcommittee,  in  higher  regard  than  do 
I,  because  I  know  that  his  heart  is  in 
the  important  job  that  he  has  to  do  for 
humanity.  And,  he  has  done  a  great 
service  to  suffering  humanity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  greatly 
interested  in  the  amendments  that  have 
been  offered  to  this  program,  and  I  have 
voted  for  them.  And,  why  did  I  do  that? 
Because  none  of  them  applied  to  re¬ 
search  into  the  cause  and  cure  of  dread 
diseases.  I  certainly  would  be  the  last 
one  in  America  to  do  anything  to  act 
in  any  manner  that  would  in  any  way, 
shape,  or  form  deter  the  great  progress 
that  has  been  made  in  finding  the  cause 
and  cure  for  these  terrible  diseases  such 
as  heart  disease,  cancer,  mental  illness, 
and  so  forth. 

I  am  glad  that  no  one  has  offered  an 
amendment  to  reduce  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  by  the  committee  for  those  items. 
A  few  days  ago  when  the  resolution  was 
offered  in  the  House  asking  the  President 
to  tell  the  Congress  where  appropriation 
items  could  be  reduced  below  the  budget, 
I  said,  speaking  from  this  floor,  that  the 
acid  test  would  come  one  of  these  days 
and  then  we  would  see  whether  or  not 
the  Members  who  supported  that  resolu¬ 
tion  were  sincere.  This  is  really  the  acid 
test.  If  a  Member  can  vote  for  these 
amendments  which  have  been  offered  to 
reduce  this  bill  even  though  they  do  not 
apply  to  the  dread  human  diseases  in 
any  way,  shape,  or  form,  then  he  has 
the  intestinal  fortitude  to  vote  for  al¬ 
most  any  amendment  to  cut  the  budget 
that  may  be  offered  henceforth  to  any 
appropriation  bills. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri,  our  very 
able  Chairman  [Mr.  Cannon]  ,  just  talked 
about  the  number  of  civilians  employed 
by  the  Government.  He  said  there  were 
more  people  employed  in  civilian  posi¬ 
tions  today  than  ever  before  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  our  country. 

I  just  called  the  Byrd  committee  and 
talked  to  Haywood  Bell,  the  executive 
clerk  of  that  committee,  and  he  gave  me 
these  figures. 

In  1952  the  high  month  was  in  June. 
There  were  2,596,764  people  employed. 
That  year  the  1953  fiscal  year  budget  re¬ 
quest  was  in  the  neighborhood  of  2,700,- 
000  people,  which  was  at  least  100,000 
more  than  were  on  the  payroll  in  that 
fiscal  year,  the  fiscal  year-  1952. 

The  so-called  Jensen  rider  was  then 
adopted  to  five  appropriation  bills  and 
the  number  of  civilian  personnel  began 
to  drop.  On  February  1  this  year  we 
had  a  total  civilian  personnel  in  the 
Government  of  2,390,507.  I  think  where 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Can¬ 
non]  got  his  figures  was  for  the  month 
of  December  of  last  year  when  there 
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were  over  340,000  temporary  employees 
hired  for  a  short  time  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  to  handle  the  Christmas 
rush,  which  brought  the  figure  up  to  a 
high  of  2,741,000.  The  gentleman’s 
figures,  however,  on  dollars  are  correct. 
Never  before  in  the  history  of  this  coun¬ 
try  has  the  cost  for  civilian  employees 
amounted  to  a  billion  dollars  a  month. 
That  is  due  to  the  fact  that  today  the 
average  employee  receives  higher  wages. 

This  is  the  fifth  appropriation  bill  on 
which  the  House  has  acted  during  this 
session,  and  in  each  bill  the  total  per¬ 
sonnel  has  been  held  very  closely  to  the 
1957  fiscal  year  figure.  Had  that  not 
been  the  case  I  would  have  offered  the 
so-called  Jensen  rider  to  those  bills  as 
I  did  in  1951  and  1952,  just  as  I  promised 
I  would  do  if  personnel  requests  in  the 
bills  were  not  held  down.  I  will  take  a 
good  look  at  the  bills  yet  to  be  acted  on. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  noteworthy  that 
there  are  right  now  1,172,214  civilians 
employed  in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iov;a  has  expired. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1  ad¬ 
ditional  minute. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  permitted  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  do  not  want  that  much 
time.  I  was  supposed  to  be  at  a  com¬ 
mittee  meeting  on  Public  Works  at  2 
o’clock  and  here  it  is  10  minutes  after 
2.  I  tried  to  get  the  floor  before  2  o’clock. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  may  proceed  for  1  addi¬ 
tional  minute. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
fromj  Iowa  be  permitted  to  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
refused  additional  time. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Well,  I  will  take  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

’There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  had  just  made  the  same 
request  and  I  had  refused,  but  since 
both  of  you  insist  I  will  take  it. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  want  the  gentleman 
to  understand  we  did  not  hear  what  was 
going  on  down  there. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  You  did  not  hear? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  regret  that  the 
gentleman  is  more  generous  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  than  to  me,  but 
we  get  the  same  result. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  but  since  there  is  so  much  insist¬ 
ence  I  thought  I  would  have  to  yield. 

Mr.  CANNON.  The  gentleman  will 
understand  I  got  my  statistics  from  the 
same  source  he  cites. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  want  to  say  you  are 
right,  dollarwise  and  the  amount  is  stag¬ 
gering  to  say  the  least.  I  will  say  and 
agree  with  the  chairman.  I  simply 
want  to  keep  the  numbers  straight  too. 

Mr.  CANNON.  The  gentleman  says  I 
am  right. 


Mr.  JENSEN.  Dollarwise.  This  is  be¬ 
cause  in  1952  the  pay  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  was  approximately  $1,000  less  per 
month  on  an  average  than  it  is  today,  so 
in  that  respect  the  gentleman  was  right; 
but  as  far  as  numbers  are  concerned,  the 
gentleman’s  figures  were  not  right. 

Mr.  CANNON.  The  figures  are  not 
mine.  They  are  supplied  by  the  source 
originally  quoted  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  local  educational  agencies  for  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  schools  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  act  of  September  30,  1950,  as 
amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  ch.  13;  70  Stat.  909, 
970-972),  $127  million:  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  also  be  available  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
such  act. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bow:  On  page 
18,  line  8,  strike  out  “$127  million”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$113,050,000.” 

(Mr.  BOW  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  for  5  additional  min¬ 
utes,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  item  to 
which  this  amendment  is  offered  is  per¬ 
haps  one  of  the  most  sacred  of  all  the 
sacred  cows  we  have  to  meet  from  time 
to  time.  The  amendment  I  have  offered 
reduces  the  amount  for  payments  to 
school  districts,  impacted  areas,  ftom 
$127  million  to  $113,050,000.  This  is 
really  not  a  reduction,  it  simply  restores 
the  figure  of  the  1957  budget. 

’The  budget  increase  this  year  is  $13,- 
950,000.  In  1956  this  appropriation 
amounted  to  $85,523,000,  in  1957,  $113,- 
050,000,  and  the  estimate  for  this  year 
is  $127  million. 

This  relates  to  the  impacted-area  con¬ 
tribution,  which  I  believe  in  continuing 
until  we  can  find  some  way  in  which 
payments  can  be  made  in  lieu  of  taxes 
to  these  impacted  areas.  Unfortunately, 
the  need  formula  is  not  used.  I  think 
if  we  had  a  need  formula  it  certainly 
would  be  legislation  that  would  have 
merit  and  which  I  would  support.  But 
it  seems  to  me  that  when  we  increase 
this  amount  by  $13,950,000  above  what 
we  had  in  1957,  we  are  simply  opening 
the  door  for  bigger  and  greater  grants- 
in-aid. 

May  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  here  in  the  committee,  I  believe 
one  of  the  things  this  Congress  should 
look  into  and  give  consideration  to  in 
the  future  is  the  great  expansion  and 
great  growth  of  the  grants-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams.  I  wonder  if  the  Members  of  the 
House  realize  that  today  our  grants-in- 
aid  programs  amount  to  over  $5  billion. 
Administration  costs  are  very  high. 
Most  of  these  items  are  things  which 
the  States  themselves  could  handle.  If 
we  would  reduce  the  cost  of  government 
to  the  point  where  we  could  give  some 
tax  relief  and  turn  these  opportunities 
back  to  the  States,  we  would  have  better 
government  than  we  are  having  with 
these  huge  appropriations  and  large  ad¬ 
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ministrative  costs  against  all  the  tax¬ 
payers. 

It  has  been  said  here  that  we  are  not 
interested  in  this  because  of  the  great 
increase  in  population.  That  these 
budgets  should  continue  to  follow  the 
increase  in  population.  May  I  point  cut 
to  you  that  we  now  have  a  $273  billion 
debt  in  this  counti'y.  Along  with  health, 
education,  and  the  other  things  provided 
for  in  this  bill,  we  owe  to  those  who  are 
coming  after  us,  to  our  children  and  our 
children’s  children  something  else.  We 
owe  them  fiscal  responsibility  in  govern¬ 
ment.'  We  owe  it  to  them  to  pass  on  to 
them  a  sound  government  and  not  a 
bankrupt  government.  So  the  mere 
fact  that  we  are  increasing  in  population 
is  not  an  excuse  to  continue  the  increase 
of  great  budgetary  expenses.  It  seems 
to  me,  our  responsibility  is  to  pass  on  a 
sound  fiscal  policy. 

This  amendment,  as  I  say,  will  simply 
take  us  back  to  the  1957  level.  This  is  not 
aimed  at  any  particular  school  district 
or  any  particular  area.  I  think  you  will 
recall  that  in  the  past  few  weeks  there 
has  been  some  very  interesting  contro-  | 
versy  about  certain  school  budgets,  and  ^ 
we  have  been  told  by  a  very  distinguished 
Member  of  this  House  that  we  should 
keep  our  nose  out  of  the  school  affairs  of 
other  areas.  At  that  time,  I  said  if  they 
would  keep  their  hands  out  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  we,  perhaps,  would  not  pay 
too  much  attention  to  their  local  school 
administration.  I  repeat  that  today. 
But,  my  colleagues,  today  is  the  day  when 
nobody  can  raise  any  question  about  you 
putting  your  nose  into  the  affairs  of 
school  districts.  Today  it  is  your  respon¬ 
sibility  and  there  is  no  infringement 
upon  anybody’s  rights.  This  is,  perhaps, 
the  last  time  that  you  will  have  a  chance 
to  look  at  $127  million.  That  is  a  lot  of 
money.  Let  us  put  it  back  to  the  $113 
million  figure.  As  I  have  said,  I  believe 
in  helping  in  the  impacted  areas.  I  do 
not  have  any  in  my  district,  but  I  believe 
we  must  help  those  areas  where  there  is 
an  emergency  and  there  is  a  need.  But 
I  do  not  believe  tha  record  has  proven  I 
that  there  is  a  need.  This  is  the  best 
guess.  Le^  me  leave  you  with  just  this 
one  thought:  In  this  bill,  we  are  talking 
of  taking  out  5,548  employees. 

In  other  bills  coming  along,  we  are 
going  to  continue  to  try  to  take  them  out. 
This  increase  is  based  upon  this  budget. 
If  we  reduce  substantially  the  number  of 
Federal  employees,  then  we  reduce  the 
need  of  this  amount  in  this  budget. 
When  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Can¬ 
non],  speaks  about  the  billion-dollar- 
payroll — that  is  not  all,  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league.  It  is  not  just  what  we  pay  in 
salaries.  But,  there  is  another  $127 
million  brought  about  because  of  the 
large  employment  of  Federal  employees 
throughout  the  country.  If  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  reduce  this  budget,  and  if  we  mean 
to  do  what  we  say  we  are  going  to  do 
and  cut  down  the  personnel,  then  we  will 
not  need  this  lai'ge  amount  which  has 
been  estimated  by  this  Department,  and 
we  can  get  along  with  what  was  provided 
in  1957.  If  it  is  not  enough,  we  will  be 
here.  They  have  never  hesitated  to 
come  back  to  us  in  the  past  and  tell  us 
when  they  needed  additional  funds. 
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Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  at  a  complete  loss 
to  understand  the  purpose  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  who  obviously  does  not 
understand  the  objectives  of  the  law 
which  he  is  seeking  to  cut.  Public  Law 
C74  is  for  the  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  school  districts  in  areas  under  im- 
p'.ct  because  of  the  employment  of  peo¬ 
ple  on  defense  contracts  and  because  of 
the  proximity  to  military  establishments. 

The  gentleman  uses  very  loosely  the 
term  “grants-in-aid,”  when  in  fact  this  is 
not  a  grant-in-aid  at  all.  It  is  simply  an 
attempt  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
make  restitution  to  the  school  districts 
for  the  impact  which  the  Government  it¬ 
self  causes,  and  which  would  not  exist  if 
it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  installations  nearby. 

This  headlong  rush  that  some  of  us 
seem  to  be  in  to  economize  is  peculiar 
at  this  latfe  date.  As  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  and 
as  a  member  of  the  subcommittee  which 
worked  on  the  extension  of  Public  Laws 
^15  and  874  last  year,  I  know  that  no 
Member  of  Congress  came  in  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  it.  The  legislation  involving  this 
$120  million  this  year  was  nearly  as  large 
last  year.  The  reason  it  is  larger  is 
purely  and  simply  because  there  are  more 
impacts.  It  is  because  of  the  shift  in 
military  personnel  to  match  the  impact 
in  any  particular  district  at  any  particu¬ 
lar  time.  The  only  Members  that  came 
before  that  subcommittee  last  year  were 
these  with  particular  problems  in  their 
districts.  They  documented  their  prob¬ 
lems;  they  outlined  them  carefully,  and 
they  were  taken  care  of  as  the  case  arose 
by  remedial  amendments  to  the  legisla¬ 
tion.  This  is  in  no  sense  a  grant-in-aid 
to  the  States.  It  is  purely  and  simply 
for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  the 
schools  required  to  educate  the  children 
of  our  defense  workers  and  our  military 
personnel.  If  you  are  going  to  start  cut¬ 
ting  things  like  this  you  will  really  get 
into  trouble  with  the  educational  sys¬ 
tem  of  the  United  States.  A  bill  involv¬ 
ing  this  tremendous  amount  of  money  is 
passed  by  a  voice,  vote,  without  rollcall. 
The  gentleman  from  Ohio  I  Mr.  Bowl, 
when  he  says  he  would  cut  it,  has  been 
silent  on  the  votes  for  it.  He  did  not 
vote  against  it  last  year.  He  did  not 
make  any  move  to  have  a  thorough  air¬ 
ing  of  the  need  for  it.  He  takes  the  well 
of  the  House  and  in  the  interest  of  pure 
figures,  w’hich  mean  nothing  except  that 
they  are  dollars,  he  would  ignore  the 
eriucation  of  the  children  of  his  con- 
f  iituents  who  are  stationed,  because  they 
are  in  the  service,  in  my  district,  in 
ncrthei'n  Virginia,  at  Fort  Banning,  Ga., 
California,  and  all  the  States  of  the 
Uni.  n.  This  is  irresponsible  and  arbi¬ 
trary  action. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  BOW.  The  gentleman  has  said 
that  my  only  interest  in  this  was  interest 
In  dollai-s.  May  I  add,  education  of 
children  as  well. 


Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
am  glad  you  stated  that,  that  your  only 
interest  was  in  the  dollars  and  not  in  the 
children,  because  I  also  said  that  the 
children  from  your  congressional  dis¬ 
trict  who  were  in  the  districts  of  other 
Members,  because  they  are  children  of 
people-  in  the  armed  services,  need  ed¬ 
ucation,  whether  you  think  they  are 
worth  the  millions  of  dollars  that  you 
are  trying  to  cut. 

Mr.  BOW.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
further? 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  No, 
I  do  not  yield. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  a  great  deal 
of  reluctance  that  I  rise  today  to  object 
to  any  part  of  these  efforts  to  reduce 
this  budget  and  to  economize.  On  the 
contrary,  I  support  this  overall  objec¬ 
tive  to  reduce  expenditures. 

I  realize  as  has  been  mentioned  sev¬ 
eral  times  before  that  it  is  a  lot  easier 
to  support  an  economy  drive  when  it 
does  not  affect  your  own  congressional 
district.  And  I  confess  that  this  pro¬ 
posed  cut  does  hurt  my  congressional 
district,  and  that  it  is  probably  one  of 
the  reasons  which  inspired  me  to  take 
the  floor  today  to  oppose  the 
amendment. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  hov/ever,  that 
every  one  of  these  cuts  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  affects  my  congression^  dis¬ 
trict.  You  cannot  cut  these  requests  for 
appropriations  without  causing  some 
personnel  problems  within  the  various 
agencies  and  threatening  a  possible  re¬ 
duction  in  force,  and  as  I  probably  spend 
50  percent  of  my  time  dealing  with  per¬ 
sonnel  problems  it  is  not  easy  for  me  to 
support  any  effort  which  might  cause 
these  problems  to  be  aggravated.  How¬ 
ever,  I  have  talked  to  hundreds  and 
even  thousands  of  Federal  employees, 
and  they  have  assured  me  that  cuts 
could  be  made.  They  are  the  first  to 
attest  to  the  fact  that  efficiencies  can  be 
effected  in  these  agencies,  that  there  is 
W’aste  and  that  there  is  duplication. 

So  I  will  take  the  risk  of  being  charged 
in  the  future,  possibly  for  political  pur¬ 
poses,  of  injuring  Federal  employees  by 
voting  to  cut  these  appropriations  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  we  can  effect  economies 
in  these  agencies  without  an  indiscrimi¬ 
nate  reduction  in  force.  I  do  not  think 
we  can  effect  these  economies  and  reduce 
expenditures  by  reneging  on  our  moral 
and  legal  obligations.  If  we  did  that  we 
could  have  a  field  day,  because  there  are 
many  other  places  we  can  economize  by 
reneging  on  pur  obligations. 

We  can  reduce  this  budget  and  econo¬ 
mize  by  eliminating  various  services  we 
have  enjoyed  in  the  past;  we  can  aban¬ 
don  some  proposed  projects,  we  can  bring 
about  greater  efficiency  in  operation. 

But  we  cannot  properly  economize  by 
cutting  appropriations  under  Public  Law 
874  where  the  Federal  Government  has 
moved  into  these  areas  and  impacted 
these  areas  and  the  land  which  they  use 
have  been  taken  off  the  tax  rolls.  Em¬ 
ployment  in  these  areas  has  increased. 


the  communities  have  been  required  to 
provide  various  community  services  as  a 
result,  and  yet  the  property  taken  by  the 
Federal  Government  does  not  yield  taxes 
to  the  various  communities.  We,  the 
Congress  agreed  a  few  years  ago  that 
we  would  merely  pay  a  portion  of  the  cost 
to  those  communities  of  educating  the 
children  of  the  Federal  employees  who 
live  or  work  on  that  property,-  since  the 
community  would  receive  no  taxes  from 
the  use  of  Federal  property. 

Arlington  County  has  been  mentioned. 
We  have  tremendous  Government  op¬ 
erations  in  the  county  and  we  do  receive 
a  great  deal  of  money  under  Public  Law 
874,  but  that  is  not  the  answer  to  it. 
The  Federal  agencies  in  that  county  now 
have  the  most  valuable  property  in  the 
county.  If  that  property  were  on  the 
tax  rolls  as  ordinary  business  property 
it  would  return  something  like  $11  mil¬ 
lion  or  $12  million  in  revenue  to  the 
county.  As  it  was,  last  year  Arlington 
County  received  approximately  $1  mil¬ 
lion  under  Public  Law  874.  Further¬ 
more,  the  parents  of  more  than  55  per¬ 
cent  of  the  children  in  the  county  schools 
either  live  or  work  on  the  Federal  prop¬ 
erty  from  which  the  county  is  receiving 
no  tax  benefits.  The  county  officials 
have  testified  that  if  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  v/ould  pay  what  it  should  w'e 
would  not  need  these  Federal  funds  un¬ 
der  the  Federal  impact  program. 

If  v;e  are  going  to  follow  a  policy  of 
reneging  on  our  obligations  let  us  strike 
all  funds  from  the  bill  and  not  do  it 
piecemeal.  The  Fedei’al  Government 
created  these  problems;  I  think  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  assume  its  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  the  matter.  I,  therefore, 
h-’pe  this  amendment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  have  several  of 
these  Federal-impact  areas  in  the  dis¬ 
trict  which  I  have  the  honor  to  repre¬ 
sent.  One  cf  these  communities  is  a 
beautifui  little  town  near  the  Ohio  River. 
It  is  one  of  the  oldest  towns  in  the 
State.  For  many  years  it  was  quiet  and 
serene.  It  could  meet  all  its  local  needs. 
During  World  War  II  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  moved  in  and  built  a  powder 
plant  and  a  powder  bag  loading  plant. 
It  is  the  largest  powder  plant  and  the 
largest  bag  loading  plant  in  the  world. 

Immediately  the  school  population  in¬ 
creased  from  490  to  1,403.  If  it  could 
have  taxed  this  Government  prop¬ 
erty  this  school  district  v/ould  have  been 
in  very  good  shape,  but  49  percent  of  the 
taxable  property  in  the  school  district 
was  taken  off  the  local  tax  rolls  because 
it  now  belonged  to  the  United  States. 

I  do  not  know  the  exact  value  of  this 
Government  property,  but  I  have  heard 
it  was  worth  $230  million.  But,  even  if 
it  were  worth  only  $50  million,  if  it  were 
taxed  at  the  normal  rate  that  local  com¬ 
munity  would  have  been  able  to  build  a 
fine  school  building  there  and  maintain 
it. 

In  Indiana  we  have  a  limitation  on 
the  amount  of  bonds  that  can  be  issued, 
based  on  the  assessed  value  of  taxable 
property  within  a  school  district.  So, 
with  40  percent  of  its  taxable  property 
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gono,  this  school  district  was  unable  to 
issue  bonds  in  order  to  build  a  larger 
school,  and  yet  the  community  found 
themselves  with  a  population  increase  of 
from  300  to  400  percent.  Their  children 
were  going  to  school  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  building  of  the  powder  plant,  in  the 
recreation  hall  of  a  housing  project,  in 
the  school-building  basement  and  other 
such  places. 

About  that  time  a  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  of 
the  House  began  work  on  this  problem. 

I  think  this  subcommittee  was  under 
the  leadership  of  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey!  .  He  did  an 
excellent  job.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  McConnell]  was  on 
that  subcommittee,  as  was  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Perkins!  ,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Wier!  .  They  did  yeoman  service  on  that 
subcommittee. 

They  evolved  this  plan  of  aid  to  Fed¬ 
eral-impact  areas  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  do  nothing  but  be  a  good 
citizen  and  do  its  part  in  helping  build 
and  support  the  schools  needed  for  the 
people  it  had  brought  to  these  communi¬ 
ties.  A  school  was  built  in  that  com¬ 
munity,  I  spoke  of.  But  it  is  not  suffi¬ 
cient  to  build  a  school.  It  must  be 
operated  and  maintained.  And  so  the 
Government  makes  grants  to  these  dis¬ 
tricts  for  school  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance. 

This  appropriation  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering  provides  for  Government  con¬ 
tribution  toward  support  of  these 
Federal-impact  schools  and  our  com¬ 
mittee  recommended  a  larger  sum  for 
that  purpose  in  the  bill  this  year.  Here 
is  the  reason  why:  Naturally  in  passing 
any  law  there  are  some  defects  left  in  it. 
Last  year  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  brought  a  bill  before  the 
House  which  undertook  to  correct  some 
of  the  defects  in  this  Federal-impact 
school  program  and  that  bill  became  law. 
It  made  several  changes  in  the  original 
law. 

First,  it  eliminated  the  so-called  “ab¬ 
sorption  clause.”  This  clause  had  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  Government  would  not 
take  into  account  all  of  the  federally 
connected  schoolchildren  in  granting 
aid  to  a  school  district.  Instead  the 
clause  had  required  that  the  district 
must  absorb  a  number  of  federally 
connected  children  equal  to  3  percent  of 
the  number  of  pupils  in  the  district  who 
had  no  Federal  connection.  The  ab- 
soiTition  clause  proved  to  result  in  an 
injustice,  and  it  was  repealed  by  act  of 
the  last  Congress. 

Under  the  ,  old  Federal-impact  -law, 
aid  to  these  school  districts  was  gov¬ 
erned  by  two  limits.  The  grants  made 
per  federally  connected  pupil  had  to 
equal  the  average  amount  per  school 
child  which  was  being  spent  by  the  local 
district.  Or,  it  had  to  equal  the  .state¬ 
wide  average  sum  spent  per  pupils,  if 
that  sum  was  larger.  The  law  was 
changed  last  year  so  that  the  payment 
per  federally  connected  pupil  must  be 
at  least  equal  to  the  national  average  of 
sums  spent  by  local  school  districts  for 
each  pupils.  This  new  formula  increased 


the  amount  of  money  required  for  the 
program  substantially. 

There  were  other,  smaller  changes 
made  in  the  act.  One  very  important 
reason  why  this  increase  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  came  about  is  that  the  number 
of  children  in  the  Federal-impact 
areas  is  continuing  to  increase.  There 
is  a  rising  population  in  Government 
housing  projects  on  military  reserva¬ 
tions.  That  may  be  a  cost  of  defense, 
but  it  is  a  cost  that  is  met  in  this  appro¬ 
priation. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  A  good  bit  of  the  ex¬ 
pense  involved  here  would  be  brought 
about  by  having  to  take  care  of  districts 
due  to  the  fact  that  they  have  no  tax 
base,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Capehart 
bill  would  build  housing  facilities  on 
bases  where  there  is  no  tax  base  at  all. 
It  is  a  little  bit  different  from  the  ordi¬ 
nary  operations. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution.  Of  course,  imder 
the  old  law,  before  the  1956  act  was 
passed,  the  Government  would  have  paid 
for  the  schooling  of  those  children  if 
they  went  to  schools  off  the  military 
reservation  but  lived  on  it.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  made  a  contribution  to  the  local 
government  for  those  children’s  educa¬ 
tion. 

This  program  simply  requires  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  be  a  good  citizen.  Congress 
passed  the  1956  act  increasing  the 
amount  of  Federal-impact  money  that 
should  be  paid  and  I  do  not  think  you 
have  any  alternative  but  to  carry  it  out. 
All  we  are  asking  today  is  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  be  a  good  citizen  and  do  what 
it  should  do  for  the  affected  school  dis¬ 
tricts  just  the  same  as  if  it  were  a  private 
citizen. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
feel  that  $113  million  is  being  a  pretty 
good  citizen? 

Mr.  DENTON.  It  depends  on  how 
many  children  have  to  be  provided  for. 
If  this  Government  property  were  taxed 
by  the  local  districts  at  the  same  rate 
that  private  property  is  taxed,  this  sum 
we  are  appropriating  would  be  only  an 
infinitesimal  part  of  what  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  pay  in  taxes  to  support 
schools  in  Federal-impact  areas. 

This  is  asking  the  Government  to  pay 
a  small  part  of  what  is  required  by  good 
citizenship,  in  the  light  of  the  problems 
the  Government  has  created. 

Mr.  BOW.  The  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey,  I  believe  it  was,  also  discussed 
this  bill  not  from  the  standpoint  of  why 
we  need  this  increase  of  $13  million,  but 
I  would  like  to  know  whether  we  really 
need  it.  If  we  need  it,  that  is  a  differ¬ 
ent  proposition. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  tried  to  point  that 
out;  but  we  passed  a  law  last  year  mak¬ 
ing  some  changes  in  the  program.  I 
pointed  out  a  minute  ago  that  Con¬ 
gress  abolished  the  3 -percent  absorption 
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clause,  and  the  amount  of  payments  is 
now  set  by  a  different  formula.  Those 
are  two  things.  Then  a  third  factor  is 
the  Capehart  program,  where  housing 
was  built  on  the  Federal  reservations, 
but  the  property  on  the  reservation  can¬ 
not  be  taxed,  and  more  people  are  living 
on  the  reservations  now  than  before. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  we  have  gotten 
into  a  discussion  of  the  merits  of  this 
particular  program  rather  than  the  ap¬ 
propriation  item,  I  would  just  like  to 
make  a  few  observations  which  occurred 
to  me  during  the  hearings  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  item  of  the  appropriation  bill 
which  is  now  before  us.  ' 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  interest  by 
chambers  of  commerce  and  other  civic- 
minded  organizations  to  bring  this  Fed¬ 
eral  defense  activity  or  that  activity  to 
our  home  congressional  districts.  It 
seems  that  the  first  thing  that  happens 
after  a  new  Federal  activity  is  brought 
into  one  of  our  districts  is  that  it  be-  | 
comes  an  impacted  area  and  immediately  " 
the  school  board  in  the  area  runs  to 
Washington  for  some  loose  Federal  tax 
dollars.  It  seems  that  every  one  wel¬ 
comes  a  defense  activity  up  until  it  is 
actually  established  but  as  soon  as  it  is 
the  area  claims  great  distress  and  im¬ 
mediately  wants  impacted  Federal  school 
aid. 

Under  this  program  since  1951  we 
have  had  a  continuing  increase  of  im¬ 
pacted  school  districts,  and  I  believe  that 
the  definition  of  an  “impacted  school 
district”  has  come  to  mean  very  little 
or  nothing.  In  1951  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  for  this  particular  work  was  $28.7 
million  for  1,172  school  districts.  This 
has  gone  up  until  in  1956  there  was  $90 
million  made  available  for  2,864  school 
districts.  The  school  districts  which 
qualify  under  this  particular  act  were 
more  than  doubled  in  a  period  of  5  years. 
Last'. year  $113,050,000  was  appropriated  . 
for  3,000  school  districts,  ( 

Now,  I  think  the  committee  was  very 
wise  in  drafting  this  legislation.  They 
did  not  make  any  set  payments  to  the 
particular  school  districts  involved. 
There  is  no  open  end  formula  that  is 
used  in  granting  aid  to  these  impact 
school  districts  under  section  3  of  this 
particular  law.  Section  3  of  the  act  is 
where  most  of  the  money  is  made  avail¬ 
able.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor  Committee  wrote  into 
that  legislation  a  provision  that  the  aid 
to  those  districts  would  be  geared  to  the 
amount  of  money  that,  was  made  avail¬ 
able  each  year  by  the  Congress. 

If  you  turn  to  page  272  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  you  will  see  that  that  specific  ques¬ 
tion  was  asked  by  me,  and  the  answer 
was  in  the  affirmative.  I  think  that  cer¬ 
tainly  a  program  such  as  this  should 
be  gone  over  very  carefully  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  Committee,  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee  of  this  House,  because 
we  are  getting  into  a  position  in  this 
particular  program  where  there  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
school  districts  that  are  going  to  be  run- 
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ning  to  Washington  and  using  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  qualify  for  Federal  aid.  You 
certainly  can’t  blame  them  when  the 
door  is  wide  open.  I  think  there  should 
be  a  complete  revision  of  the  formula 
with  the  insertion  of  a  need  test  in  the 
aid  formula. 

Mr.  Chairman  I  would  like  to  read 
from  page  271  of  the  committee  hear¬ 
ings: 

Mr.  Laird.  The  vast  majority  of  payments 
are  made  under  section  3? 

Mr.  Grigsby.  Vast  majority  of  payments 
are  made  under  section  3,  where  there  Is  no 
need  test.  That  Is  on  the  assumption  that 
you  are  making  a  payment  which  Is  In  the 
nature  of  an  In-lleu-of-tax  payment  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  tax-exempt  Federal  property.  You 
calculate  that  payment  not  on  the  basis  of 
an  assessed  valuation  of  the  Federal  prop¬ 
erty  times  the  locally  effective  tax  rate,  but 
you  calculate  the  payment  on  the  basis  of 
the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  providing  educa¬ 
tion  for  the  children  of  parents  who  either 
reside  or  are  employed  on  tax-exempt  Federal 
property,  or  both. 

Mr.  Laird.  How  do  you  explain  the  differ¬ 
ence,  taking  a  metropolitan  area  such  as 
Milwaukee,  where  large  industrial  plants  are 
I  located?  Many  of  the  workers  in  these  par¬ 
ticular  plants  are  living  outside  the  city 
limits  of  Milwaukee,  and  they  pay  their  In¬ 
come  tax  and  their  property  taxes  in  the 
suburban  community.  Compare  that  with 
a  situation  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
where  the  people  work  Inside  the  District 
but  they  are  paying  their  income  taxes  out 
in  Virginia  and  their  property  taxes  in  Vir¬ 
ginia.  They  receive  Federal  aid  in  Virginia. 
Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Grigsby.  Yes:  largely  upon  the  basis 
of  the  tax-exempt  place  of  employment  of 
the  parent.  Government  workM-s  who  com¬ 
mute  dally  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  Laird.  But  their  need  might  not  be  as 
great  as  some  suburban  area  where  there  is 
no  plant  property  located. 

Mr.  Grigsby.  That  is  true.  There  is  a  fine 
line  which  Is  hard  to  draw.  If  you  put  this 
thing  wholly  on  the  basis  of  the  needs  test, 
there  may  be  some  of  these  school  districts, 
3,000  school  dlrtricts,  which  on  the  basis  of 
need  never  would  qualify  for  Federal  pay¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Office  of  Education 
■  admits  that  on  the  basis  of  need  many 
of  these  school  districts  would  never 
qualify  for  Federal  payment.  This  ad¬ 
ministration  insists  on  a  need  test  on 
Federal  construction  aid  for  education. 
I  am  sure  their  position  is  consistent  as' 
far  as  this  program  for  impacted  school- 
district  aid  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  hoped  that  it 
would  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  ever 
be  called  upon  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
to  come  to  the  defense  of  this  legislation. 
It  is  generally  conceded  by  Membei’s  of 
the  Congress  and  by  people  who  are  not 
in  the  Congress  as  being  the  most  equi¬ 
table  and  beneflcial  legislation  approved 
by  the  Congress  in  the  past  decade. 

You  will  recall  that  I  was  the  original 
sponsor  of  Public  Law  815  and  Public 
Law  874.  The  amendment  affects  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  874.  I  conducted  hearings  over 
the  entire  country.  I  think  we  took 
testimony  from  six-hundred-and-some 
witnesses  in  42  States.  The  legislation 
was  approved  unanimously  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor.  It  came  out  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  a  unanimous  vote,  came  to 


the  floor  of  the  House  and  was  approved 
without  a  rollcall  vote.  In  fact,  on  one 
occasion,  in  1954,  I  personally  wrote  in 
on  the  floor  of  this  House  an  item  of  $55 
million,  in  a  deficiency  appropriation 
bill,  to  support  this  program.  I  am  sur¬ 
prised  that  anyone  would  have  the  te¬ 
merity  today  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
cut  the  funds  in  this  particular  type  of 
legislation. 

The  gentleman’s  intentions  may  be 
perfectly  all  right.  But  why  would  we 
argue  about  a  few  million  dollars? 
When  this  legislation  was  being  written 
one  of  the  greatest  handicaps  we  had  to 
overcome  was  the  fact  that  the  late  Sen¬ 
ator  Wherry  had  offered  legislation  to 
permit  the  building  of  residential  prop¬ 
erty  on  military  bases.  Today  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  complicated  by  what  is  known 
as  the  Capehart  Act,  which  was  touched 
on  just  a  minute  ago,  under  which  the 
Federal  Government  builds  on  property 
where  there  is  no  tax  base  at  all;  where 
all  the  property  is  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

How  can  the  Government  comply  with 
its  responsibility  under  the  act — and 
that  is  what  the  gentleman  agreed  the 
Government  was  trying  to  do,  take  care 
of  its  responsibility  for  having  impacted 
an  area.  The  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Laird]  also  said  that  the 
definition  of  an  impacted  area  had  lost 
its  meaning. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Could  the  gentleman  tell 
me  just  how  much  of  the  total  appro¬ 
priation  items  deals  with  Capehart- 
Wherry  housing?  I  think  the  gentleman 
would  be  surprised  at  how  small  the 
amount  is. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  do  not  know  that  I 
can  quote  the  exact  figure,  but  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  intent  of  legislation  such 
as  the  Wherry  Act  and  the  Capehart  Act 
that  took  care  of  the  grading  of  the 
streets,  the  building  of  sidewalks,  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  a  sewer  system,  of  a  water 
system,  and  of  everything  else  except 
providing  for  schools.  That  is  what  this 
increased  amount  of  money  is  for,  to  pro¬ 
vide  largely  those  very  things  for  the 
operation  of  the  school  system  in  those 
districts. 

Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
Government  has  assisted  a  total  of  128 
school  districts  in  which  Government  ac¬ 
tivities  were  carried  on.  Let  us  go  a  little 
bit  further.  In  the  last  6  years  under 
that  program  we  have  built  $1,200  mil¬ 
lion  of  school  classrooms.  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman' what  the  classroom 
situation  over  the  Nation  in  general 
would  be  today  if  it  were  not  for  that. 
We  are  claiming  a  shortage  of  149,000; 
$1,200  million  would  build  approximately 
45,000  classrooms.  So,  if  they  had  not  ex¬ 
pended  that  money  under  this  program 
today  we  would  have  a  shortage  of  over 
200,000  classrooms  in  the  Nation. 

We  are  not  talking  about  construction 
now.  We  are  talking  about  maintenance. 
I  have  in  mind  certain  districts.  I  re¬ 
member  Camp  Hood,  in  the  State  of 
Texas.  The  entire  camp  had  been  set  up 
as  an  independent  school  district.  There 
is  not  a  single  dollar  of  taxable  property 
in  it. 
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You  are  building  housing  facilities 
there,  you  are  going  to  take  people  in 
there,  there  is  going  to  have  to  be  money 
to  maintain  those  school  districts,  and 
there  is  not  a  dollar  of  tax  base  at  ail.  It 
is  just  simply  out  of  the  question  to  talk 
about  not  providing  money  under  those 
circumstances. 

Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  that  not 
one  single  school  district  in  my  district, 
the  Third  Congressional  District  of  West 
Virginia,  has  qualified  or  even  asked  to 
qualify;  and  let  me  go  further  and  say 
that  only  one  district  in  the  entire  State 
of  West  Virginia  is  asking  to  receive  any 
money  under  this  program. 

As  a  former  school  man  I  considered 
it  my  business  to  try  to  do  something 
for  the  boys  and  girls,  not  particularly 
for  the  school  districts  because  I  do  not 
care  where  they  are  imported.  I  did  not 
want  to  see  a  situation  like  that  exist. 
I  went  into  the  district  myself  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee.  That  was  be¬ 
fore  some  of  the  gentlemen  who  are 
sniping  at  this  program  even  came  to 
Congi-ess.  I  happen  to  know  the  situa¬ 
tion.  Of  all  the  legislation  now  pending 
in  this  category  of  appropriations  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  welfare  programs,  this 
is  one  item  you  cannot  afford  to  cut  be¬ 
cause  the  people  you  are  cutting  are  un¬ 
able  to  supply  it  because  they  have  no  tax 
,base  to  supply  it. 

I  sincerely  hope  we  will  get  away  from 
this  idea  of  looking  at  an  item  and  saying, 
“So  many  million  dollars  have  to  come 
off  that,”  whether  we  can  justify  the 
reasons  for  taking  it  off  or  not.  I  know 
the  gentjeman  from  Ohio,  who  is  the 
author  of  this  amendment,  does  not  like 
the  idea,  but  a  lot  of  that  money  is  going 
into  the  State  of  Ohio.  A  lot  of  the 
reason  why  that  item  is  as  large  as  it  is 
is  that  much  of  it  is  going  down  around 
Waverly,  Ohio  where  they  are  building 
an  atomic  installation.  So  I  think  people 
ought  to  be  consistent. 

Mr.  McConnell.  Mr.  chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

(Mr.  McConnell  asked  and  was  given 
pennission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McConnell.  Mr.  chairman,  I 
think  the  question  as  to  the  obligation  of 
the  Government  to  impacted  school  dis¬ 
tricts  has  been  well  established  so  I  shall 
not  Tabor  the  point.  Of  all  the  pro¬ 
grams  we  have  observed  in  our  commit¬ 
tee  in  connection  with  education,  we  con¬ 
sider  that  this  has  been  one  of  the  best 
run  and  best  managed  programs.  We 
feel  that  the  general  estimates  and  the 
activities  of  the  administrators  of  it  have 
been  generally  sound.  I  do  not  want  to 
see  us  spend  any  more  money  than  is 
necessary  but  in  this  particular  case  these 
estimates  and  requests  are  based  on 
formulas  established  by  Congress. 

We  have  not  observed  a  pattern  which 
you  often  hear  about  in  Government  de¬ 
partments.  We  have  observed  rather  an 
effort  to  actually  do  a  job  that  is  required 
in  this  type  of  program. 

I  will  grant  the  argument  of  some  of 
those  who  would  claim  there  ought  to  be 
a  different  method  of  payment.  We  do 
owe  an  obligation.  We  either  ought  to 
pay  rent  or  we  ought  to  pay  taxes  or 
something  for  the  use  of  the  land.  But 
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we  are  looking  into  the  future  as  to  a 
different  type  of  approach  when  we  say 
that  we  ought  to  pay  taxes  or  we  should 
pay  rent.  I  am  Quite  willing  to  consider 
that  tyT>e  of  approach.  I  think  there  is 
a  great  deal  of  merit  in  it.  But  we  are 
dealing  with  something  now  which  is  al¬ 
ready  the  law  of  the  land.  Certain 
formulas  have  been  set  up  and  the  ad¬ 
ministrators  of  this  program  are  endeav¬ 
oring  to  ask  for  the  amounts  necessary 
under  the  formula. 

For  example,  I  noticed  an  item  here, 
that  struck  me  as  being  very  indicative 
of  the  type  of  people  making  these  esti¬ 
mates.  If  you  will  look  at  page  11  of  the 
report  from  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  you  will  notice  that  we  are 
speaking  of  payments  to  school  districts 
and  that  that  has  been  upped  thirteen- 
million-and-some  dollars,  which  has  to 
do  with  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio.  But,  if  you  will 
look  right  underneath  that  item — assist¬ 
ance  for  school  construction,  that  also 
has  to  do  with  the  impacted  school  dis¬ 
tricts.  That  is  Public  Law  815.  There 
were  two  laws  in  connection  with  this 
program — Public  Law  874  has  to  do  with 
the  present  amendment:  that  is,  for 
maintenance  and  operation.  The  other 
is  Public  Law  815,  having  to  do  with 
school  construction.  It  says  here  the  bill 
includes  $41,700,000  for  school  construc¬ 
tion  in  these  impacted  districts,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $100,000  from  the  request  and  a 
reduction  of  $66,800,000  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  1957.  It  has  been  stated  in 
arguing  for  this  particular  amendment 
that  we  should  leave  it  at  the  same  figure 
as  fiscal  1957.  To  show  the  good  faith 
and  the  good  thinking  of  the  administra¬ 
tors  of  this  particular  program,  this  rep¬ 
resents  for  school  construction  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  sixty-six-million-and-a-fraction 
dollars,  showing  their  willingness  to  face 
the  realities  of  the  situation.  We  have 
heard  a  great  deal  about  the  expendi¬ 
tures  of  certain  districts  on  various  frills 
and  extra  lovely  types  of  deluxe  equip¬ 
ment  and  so  on.  The  amount  given  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  a  district 
does  not  depend  on  the  expenditures  of 
any  particular  district  for  deluxe  items, 
but  rather  is  based  on  the  general  aver¬ 
age  of  maintenance  and  operation  costs 
in  the  State  for  comparable  school  dis¬ 
tricts.  When  the  average  for  comparable 
school  districts  is  obtained,  allotments 
are  set  for  each  district,  including  that 
particular  district,  which  may  be  using 
deluxe  methods.  But  that  will  not  in¬ 
crease  their  appropriation  no  matter 
what  they  happen  to  spend  on  something 
extra.  It  is  fixed  for  that  particular  dis¬ 
trict  based  on  similar  comparable  dis¬ 
tricts  in  the  State.  I  hope  you  will  vote 
down  this  particular  amendment  in  the 
interest  of  the  continuation  of  a  good 
program. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McConnell.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  Are  there  more  of  these 
impacted  areas  now  or  are  they  getting 
larger,  and  is  it  because  of  that  they 
need  this  extra  $13  million  for  admin¬ 
istrative  purposes  and  maintenance  pur¬ 
poses? 


Mr.  McConnell.  I  think  you  will 
find  a  large  part  of  the  increase  in  fiscal 
1957  is  due  to  a  change  in  the  allotment 
amount  in  the  formula;  an  increase  in 
school  population;  and  an  easing  of  the 
absorption  requirements  under  certain 
conditions,  rather  than  a  big  expansion 
in  the  program  itself.  No,  I  would  say 
we  are  gradually  correcting  the  serious 
impacted  school  situations. 

Mr.  MASON.  On  the  construction 
end,  you  have  cut  that. 

Mr.  McConnell.  That  is  exactly 
right. 

Mr.  MASON.  But  on  carrying  on  the 
ordinary  expenses,  you  have  increased 
the  amount. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  3  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McConnell.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOX.  My  interest  in  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  to  see  that  every  child  has  an 
opportunity  to  receive  an  education. 
One  of  the  Members  spoke  relative  to 
the  Wherry  housing.  It  is  true  that  the 
Congress  has  provided  for  Wherry  hous¬ 
ing.  In  some  of  the  towns,  the  Wherry 
housing  is  just  coming  into  being  where 
people  who  are  connected  with  the  armed 
services  are  now  being  directed  to  go 
to  the  reservation  where'there  is  no  tax 
derived  in  any  form  as  far  as  the  indi¬ 
vidual  is  concerned.  Those  young  men 
who  are  in  the  armed  services  certainly 
have  a  responsibility  to  be  filled  because 
of  the  obligation  that  we  placed  upon 
them.  They  are  not  there  because  they 
want  to  be  there.  They  are  there  be¬ 
cause  we  have  passed  legislation  that 
made  it  mandatory  upon  them  to  be  a 
part  of  the  armed  seiwices.  If  we  are 
going  to  make  it  mandatory,  then  we 
have  a  responsibility  to  fulfill. 

Mr.  McConnell.  Mr.  chairman.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Thompson]. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  last  year  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor,  in  extending 
the  act  also  liberalized  it  to  the  extent 
that  a  child  whose  parent  is  stationed 
outside  of  the  continental  United  States 
or  outside  of  the  school  district  but  who 
remains  at  the  original  station  Js  now 
still  carried  on  the  books  of  that  school 
district  under  Public  Law  874,  and  would 
this  not  in  some  measure  account  for  the 
relatively  modest  increase? 

Mr.  McConnell.  I  believe  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McConnell.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  I  think  there  is  one 
thing  overlooked  in  this  proposition,  and 
that  is  that  in  these  impacted  areas  the 
wages  and  income  of  the  people  is  higher 
than  that  of  the  average  in  the  United 
States.  Take  the  case  of  Arlington,  Va., 
for  instance.  The  average  wage  in 
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Arlington,  Va.,  is  in  excess  of  $6,000  per  1 
capita.  In  some  of  my  school  districts  it  Ji 
is  less  than  $500  per  person.  You  are  j 
asking  the  taxpayei-s  in  my  district  to  ' 
help  support  Arlington,  Va.  I  think  that  : 
is  wrong.  If  I  had  a  tax  income  in  my  1 
district  such  as  they  have  in  Arlington,  • 
Va.,  I  would  apologize  to  every  Member 
if  they  came  here  and  asked  for  help.  ^ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
McConnell]  has  expired. 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  DEMPSEY  asked  and  was  grant-  ■ 
ed  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DEMPSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  intend  to  say  anything  on  this  bill,  , 
but  we  have  reached  the  point  in  the  bill 
where  I  am  extremely  interested  because 
of  the  various  extensive  Federal  impacts  ; 
in  the  State  that  I  represent.  New  Mexico. 
The  Federal  Government  several  years 
ago  believed  it  should  own  a  little  private 
school  in  New  Mexico  called  Los  Alamos. 

It  moved  the  school  out  very  quickly  and  , 
took  over  this  mountainous  school  loca¬ 
tion.  OnLhat  site  was  developed  the  first 
atomic  bomb  known  throughout  the 
world. 

We  now  have  the  “County  of  Los 
Alamos.’’  No  people  remain  there  over¬ 
night  unless  they  are  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  children  of 
those  employees.  We  have  more  than 
15,000  people  at  Los  Alamos.  That  is 
one  impact.  Certainly  a  little  county 
could  not  build  schools,  because  it  was 
largely  a  farming  area,  with  a  sparse 
local  population  and  modest  property 
values. 

Then  we  have  White  Sands,  at  Alamo-  * 
gordo.  That  is  where  you  have  your 
guided  missile  proving  area.  One  area 
comprises  a  range  38  miles  wides  by  140 
miles  long.  There  are  a  great  many 
people  who  have  moved  in  there.  The 
community  of  Alamogordo,  which  was 
just  a  town,  is  now  about  10  times  more 
populous  than  the  entire  county  was 
previously.  The  people  who  were  there 
certainly  could  not  provide  schools  for 
this  Federal  impact.  We  welcome  these 
Federal  installations,  but  recently  we  ob¬ 
jected  to  withdrawal  and  acquisition  of 
more  land.  I  made  a  trip  back  home  to 
protest  this  extension  of  some  800,000 
additional  acres  near  Fort  Bliss  and 
White  Sands.  The  people  who  lived 
there  were  largely  ranchers,  owning  or 
leasing  those  lands.  About  132,000 
acres  belonged  to  the  State  of  New 
Mexico.  That  was  recently  condemned 
and  taken  over. 

There  was  one  old  rancher,  John 
Prather,  a  great  American,  down  there 
who  was  82  years  of  age.  He  did  not 
desire  to  sell  his  place,  and  he  put  every¬ 
body  on  notice,  including  the  Federal 
Government,  that  if  they  condemned  his 
place  he  was  going  to  live  there  until  he 
died  anyway. 

They  condemned  the  place,  and  just  a 
few  weeks  ago  he  was  notified  that  he 
could  not  live  there  until  he  died,  because 
that  property  was  going  to  be  needed. 
Later  the  Army  agreed  to  let  him  live 
in  the  home  where  he  had  resided  for  a 
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half  century,  but  he  must  give  up  his 
land  and  dispose  of  his  livestock. 

These  areas  are  chosen  for  the  Federal 
Government  by  specialists  who  know 
what  they  need  in  this  critical  era 
through  which  we  are  passing.  They 
selected  White  Sands  because  it  was  the 
only  place  in  the  United  States  that 
would  meet  their  needs. 

We  are  using  a  great  deal  of  uranium. 
About  10  days  ago  I  was  asked  by  the 
gentleman  in  charge  of  raw  materials 
at  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  to 
prepare  the  people  of  Grants,  N.  Mex., 
for  the  fact  that  in  20  months  they 
would  have  10,000  more  people  in  that 
area.  In  that  particular  area  around 
Grants  there  are  two  counties,  McKinley 
County  and  San  Juan  County.  Sixty- 
eight  percent  of  the  known  uranium  in 
the  United  States  lies  in  those  two  coun¬ 
ties.  Who  do  you  think  owns  that  ura¬ 
nium?  We  all  do,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  owns  more  than  half  of  it. 
You  cannot  take  an  ounce  of  uranium 
out  of  the  United  States  or  sell  it  to  any¬ 
body  but  the  Federal  Government. 

In  Albuquerque  we  have  the  enor¬ 
mous  Sandia  Base  as  part  of  the  atomic 
energy  and  armed  seiwices  setup,  as  well 
as  Kirtland  Field,  an  Air  Force  base. 
They  contributed  in  the  past  few  years 
to  making  Albuquerque  the  fastest  grow¬ 
ling  city  in  the  United  States.  The  school 
population  was  swelled  enormously. 

Near  Roswell,  we  have  Walker  Air 
Force  Base.  Near  Alamogordo  is  Hollo¬ 
man  Air  Force  Base  and  at  Clovis,  the 
rapidly  expanding  Clovis  Air  Force 
Base.  Every  one  of  these  communi¬ 
ties  has  experienced  a  sudden  impact 
from  inmigration  of  Federal  employees 
and  their  families.  In  every  case  this 
Inmigration  has  resulted  in  demands 
upon  schools  and  other  public  facilities 
costing  so  heavily  that  the  communities 
and  local  populations  could  not  possibly 
finance  the  required  expansions.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  developments  inspired  by 
the  Federal  Government’s  need  for  ura¬ 
nium  and  development  in  the  natural  gas 
and  oil  industries,  the  city  of  Farming- 
ton  in  San  Juan  County  is  doubling  and 
redoubling  ki  population.  The  bulk  of 
this  growth  is  due  to  Federal  impact 
alone.  Part  of  it,  of  course,  is  brought 
about  through  developments  on  the 
Navaho  Indian  Reservation,  another 
Federal  activity  from  which  no  tax  in¬ 
come  is  derived.  If  Federal  assistance  is 
not  provided,  this  community  cannot 
possibly  meet  the  demands  for  expanded 
schools  and  other  public  facilities. 

We  are  happy  to  have  this  terrific  in¬ 
crease  in  population,  but  we  will  be  very 
regretful  in  not  being  able  to  take  care 
of  the  children  or  find  room  for  them 
to  go  to  school.  We  are  not  asking  the 
Federal  Goverimient  to  come  into  New 
Mexico  to  select  these  places;  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  wants  and  demands  those  loca¬ 
tions  because  they  serve  an  essential 
purpose.  That  is  the  story. 

Now,  I  want  to  talk  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  Mr.  Bow,  who  introduced  this 
amendment  to  cut  off  $13  million.  If 
uranium  had  not  been  found  in  New 
Mexico  and  it  had  been  necessary  to  buy 
it  in  Canada  or  Africa  the  price  would 
be  much  higher  than  it  is  today. 

14. 


Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  KNOX  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  undoubtedly  has  been 
based  on  recommendations  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Education.  The  report 
states  that  the  Department  of  Educa¬ 
tion  estimates  of  funds  required  have 
been  relatively  accurate  during  the  past 
few  years  and  the  committee  saw  no 
I'eason  to  doubt  that  the  estimate  pre¬ 
sented  is  the  most  accurate  that  can  be 
made  at  this  time. 

I  know  that  my  colleague  the  gentle 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow],  who  intro¬ 
duced  the  amendment,  must  have  had 
some  justification  or  basis  of  determina¬ 
tion  in  offering  the  amendment.  What 
I  would  like  to  ask  of  the  committee  is 
how  many  additional  installations  have 
we  today  than  we  had  1  year  ago  that 
would  be  subject  to  this  cut? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  reason  that  the 
costs  have  gone  up  is  because  of  the 
changes  we  made  in  the  law  last  year. 

The  main  change  was  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  an  alternative  minimum-rate 
provision.  That  is  largely  responsible 
for  the  increase,  because  they  tell  us  it 
has  increased  the  entitlements  about  32 
percent  over  what  it  had  previously  been. 
But  we  made  that  change  last  year  by 
an  almost  unanimous  vote  of  this  House. 
Everybody  was  for  it.  Now,  of  course, 
we  have  to  pay  the  bill. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Regarding  the  numbers 
Involved  I  would  like  to  refer  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Dethrick 
to  the  effect  that  some  3,000  school  dis¬ 
tricts  have  participated  in  the  program 
in  the  fiscal  year  1G57  and  the  fiscal  year 
1058.  You  will  have  an  attendance  of 
1,125,000  federally  impacted  pupils  In 
1957  and  1,230,000  in  1958. 

Mr.  KNOX.  It  is  my  opinion  that  over 
the  past  4  years  I  have  been  a  Member 
of  this  House,  the  House  has  consistently 
made  appropriations  to  take  care  of  the 
expanded  need  caused  by  new  installa¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Through  these  new  installations  there 
has  undoubtedly  been  brought  about 
considerable  impact  of  schoolchildren 
upon  the  school  districts.  What  I  am 
really  interested  in  is  the  basis  of  the 
Department  of  Education  in  asking  for 
this  additional  $13  million.  Is  it  based 
upon  the  additional  responsibilities  that 
have  been  placed  upon  the  Department 
of  Education  for  new  installations  or  by 
legislation  enacted  by  the  Congress? 

I  spoke  a  moment  ago  about  the 
Wherry  Housing  Act.  It  is  true  that 
within  my  district  the  personnel  of  the 
installations  have  been  housed  in  the 
city  in  private  dwellings.  The  Wherry 
Housing  Act  is  in  effect  and  they  have 
started  to  construct  new  housing  facil¬ 
ities  on  two  installations  which  will  take 
the  people  from  the  downtown  area  that 
were  making  some  contribution  in  rental 
payments  toward  the  welfare  of  their 
child  and  possibly  the  welfare  or  educa¬ 
tion  of  all  their  children  and  now  Fed¬ 


eral  housing  is  putting  them  on  military 
reservations.  In  my  State  no  one  gains 
residence  or  loses  residence  by  the  fact 
that  they  are  housed  on  a  military  in¬ 
stallation.  I  am  wondering  as  to  what 
it  will  do  as  far  as  enrollment  is  con¬ 
cerned,  whether  or  not  the  schools  would 
be  obligated  to  educate  these  children 
who  are  in  this  particular  area  because 
of  the  installation. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  do  not  know  whether 
this  will  answer  the  question  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  or  not,  but  on  the  hearing  a 
member  of  the  committee  asked  Mr. 
Grigsby  the  following  question: 

“What  causes  the  increase  in  the  esti¬ 
mate  for  the  coming  year  beyond  what 
will  be  used  in  1957?” 

Mr.  Grigsby  answered: 

Increases  in  1958  over  1957  are  attributa¬ 
ble,  one.  to  a  normal  rate  of  increase,  or  the 
rate  of  increase  in  the  number  of  federally 
connected  children  which  we  estimate  to  be 
about  8  percent  in  1958  over  1957. 

Then  another  reason  advanced  by 
him: 

The  other,  is  the  Increase  in  the  rate  of 
payment  per  child  in  1958  over  1957.  I  think 
we  used  for  purposes  of  estimate  about  5- 
percent  Increase  by  reason  of  greater  attend¬ 
ance  and  6  percent  by  reason  of  increase  in 
rate. 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  for  his  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  the 
present  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  this  bill  was 
passed  in  1950,  it  carried  with  it  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $25  million  to  get  it  into 
operation.  We  were  meeting  then  in  the 
new  House  OflSce  Building  in  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  room.  I  opposed 
the  bill  at  that  time  and  the  $25  million 
appropriation  that  went  with  it.  Since 
then  I  have  seen  the  light  and  I  have 
found  out  that  this  is  one  of  the  best 
programs  we  have  in  the  educational 
field. 

From  the  time  in  1950  when  we  au¬ 
thorized  the  original  expenditure  of  $25 
million  to  go  along  with  the  bill  every 
time  that  we  did  not  appropriate  the  full 
amount  requested7  amendments  were  of¬ 
fered  on  the  fioor  of  the  House  and  they 
were  carried  by  overwhelming  majorities 
of  6,  7,  8,  and  10  to  1.  On  every  amend¬ 
ment  that  has  been  offered  since  1950  to 
increase  or  to  bring  it  up  to  the  estimate 
that  the  educational  people  thought  they 
needed,  there  was  overwhelming  support. 

How  good  is  the  estimate?  We  think 
the  estimate  is  good  and  that  is  why  we 
say  so  in  our  report.  In  the  8  years  of 
operation  of  these  2  laws,  815  and  874, 
for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
these  schools  and  school  construction, 
their  estimates  have  been  on  the  con¬ 
servative  side.  In  many  years  they  had 
to  come  in  and  ask  for  a  deficiency  ap¬ 
propriation  in  order  to  meet  100  percent 
of  their  entitlement. 

What  will  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  do  to  these 
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school  districts?  It  will  not  affect  Just 
Arlington  or  any  one  school  district. 
There  are  3,400  school  districts  that  are 
In  this  category  of  federally  impacted 
areas  that  will  get  a  portion  of  the'^e 
funds,  based  on  the  number  of  school- 
children  attending  school  in  that  area, 
under  the  formula  laid  down  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States.  This  is  what 
it  will  do.  It  means  that  each  school 
district  will  have  to  suffer  a  12 -percent 
cut.  In  other  words,  we  will  not  be  keep¬ 
ing  our  word  to  the  school  districts  as 
we  told  them  we  would  a  year  ago,  be¬ 
cause  when  we  enacted  into  law  this 
foi-mula  that  they  are  operating  under 
now,  we  certainly  lead  them  to  believe 
they  would  receive  100  percent  of  what 
they  are  entitled  to,  not  88  i>ercent  of 
what  their  entitlement  will  be  under  the 
provisions  of  the  amendment  that  we 
have  before  us  now. 

Now,  this  amendment  means  that 
every  school  district,  every  one  of  these 
3,400,  will  be  cut  down  by  12  percent.  It 
will  not  come  out  of  1  district  in  Georgia 
or  1  in  Texas  or  1  in  Michigan,  but  every 
one  of  them.  Instead  of  getting  100  per¬ 
cent  of  what  they  are  entitled  to,  they 
would  get  only  88  percent  of  what  they 
are  entitled  to.  , 

This  question  has  been  asked  many 
times:  Why  has  this  figure  been  raised? 
If  you  will  look  on  page  262  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  I  asked  this  question: 

Mr.  Fogarty.  What  are  the  new  liberalized 
Ijro visions  of  the  bill?  How  does  this  affect 
the  cost? 

Mr.  Grigsby.  One  of  the  major  changes 
was  to  Introduce  a  new  alternative  minimum- 
rate  provision.  Heretofore  the  payments  to 
the  local  educational  agency  were  based  upon 
the  number  of  children  In  average  dally  at¬ 
tendance  In  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  school 
I  year,  times  the  local  contribution  rate.  The 
local  contribution  rate  was  the  local  share  of 
the  cost  per  child  of  providing  education 
from  local  sources,  local  revenue  sources. 

There  was  an  alternative  minimum  rate 
which  said  that  the  rate  of  payments  should 
not  be  less  than  one-half  of  the  State  average 
per  pupil  cost. 

The  last  Congress  added  a  second,  or  alter¬ 
native,  mlnlmvun  rate  which  stated  that  the 
rate  of  payment  shall  not  be  less  than  the 
national  average  of  the  local  contributions 
rates  paid  In  the  second  preceding  year;  so 
you  have  In  effect  three  possible  rates.  You 
pay  the  highest  of  three  rates — either  the 
amount  per  child  from  local  revenue  sources, 
or  one-half  of  the  State  average  per  pupil 
cost,  or  the  national  average  local  contribu¬ 
tion  rate. 

It  was  the  Introduction  of  that  last  min¬ 
imum-rate  provision  that  Is  largely  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  Increased  cost  both  In  1957  and 
in  fiscal  1958,  because  It  Increased  the  rate 
of  payment  In  both  years. 

As  I  recall  the  figure.  It  Increased  It  by 
about  31  or  32  percent  over  what  It  had  pre¬ 
viously  been. 

One  other  change  made  by  the  last  Con¬ 
gress  In  Public  Law  949  was  to  move  the  base 
for  counting  the  number  of  federally  con¬ 
nected  children  from  the  preceding  school 
year  to  the  current  school  year.  That  was 
to  take  care  of  the  situation  In  many  of 
these  federally  affected  districts  In  which 
there  had  been  a  rapid  Increase  In  the  num¬ 
ber  of  federally  connected  children,  and 
when  you  dropped  back  a  year  you  got  no 
reflection  of  that  rapid  Increase  In  federally 
connected  children  except  as  It  might  have 
been  reflected  in  another  section  of  the  act, 
section  4  (a)  In  which  the  eligibility  require¬ 
ments  were  higher  than  In  section  3.  So 


they  moved  the  base  year  of  payment  from 
the  preceding  school  year  to  the  current  fiscal 
year,  so  we  had  In  effect  here  a  reflection  of 
a  2-year  Increase  In  the  base  In  terms  of 
the  number  of  federally  connected  children. 

Th^t  Increased  the  cost  substantially. 

There  were  other  minor  amendments 
which  Increased  the  cost  somewhat,  too. 
One  of  these  was  the  provision  by  which 
children  of  parents  who  had  moved  Into  a 
community  when  their  parent  came  In  under 
military  orders  for  employment  on  a  base, 
these  parents  living  In  taxable  homes  off 
base  and  being  employed  on  base,  a  provision 
by  which  those  children  might  continue  to 
be  counted  as  federally  connected  by  the 
local  educational  agency  after  the  parent 
was  ordered  overseas  or  to  another  station 
and  the  children  remained  In  the  commu¬ 
nity.  That  would  Increase  the  number  of 
federally  connected  children  somewhat. 

A  second  minor  change  was  to  permit  the 
counting  of  the  children  of  employees  on 
certain  airports,  I  think  there  were  about 
seven  of  them,  which  were  owned  by  munici¬ 
palities,  airports  owned  by  municipalities 
but  under  contract  with  the  Air  Force  for 
air  cadet  training. 

A  third  was  to  permit  counting  as  feder¬ 
ally  connected  those  children  of  parents  who 
were  living  In  public-housing  projects  which 
were  disposed  of  and  transferred  to  private 
or  municipal  agencies,  permit  the  counting 
of  those  children  as  federally  connected  for 
1  fiscal  year  beyond  the  year  In  which  the 
sale  or  transfer  of  that  public  housing  took 
place. 

Those  three  minor  amendments  all  in¬ 
creased  the  cost  somewhat  but  not  very 
materially. 

The  major  reason  for  the  Increase  Is 
pointed  out  In  the  general  stateAient.  It  Is 
the  continued  increase  In  the  number  of 
federally  connected  children  and  the  con¬ 
tinuing  increase  in  the  rates  of  payment 
per  child. 

When  this  law  was  enacted  in  1950, 
we  thought  at  that  time  that  it  was  a  fair 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  because  the  children  going  to  these 
schools  do  not  have  any  choice  where 
their  parents  move  or  where  their  par¬ 
ents  are  working.  If  you  want  to  cut 
down  the  appropriation  that  we  are  re¬ 
questing  in  this  bill  this  year,  you  are 
denying  a  good,  decent  education  to 
those  children  in  these  federally  im¬ 
pacted  areas,  because  their  parents  have 
decided  to  go  to  work  in  a  Government- 
operated  factory  or  are  serving  in  the 
Armed  Forces  of  this  country. 

Another  thing  that  is  contributing  to 
the  increased  cost  is  that  in  the'  last  4 
years  the  birthrate  has  been  going  up, 
not  only  among  those  people  who  are 
working  in  impacted  areas,  but  the  sta¬ 
tistics  that  I  have  read  show  that  the 
overall  population  is  increasing  every 
year.  Now,  if  you  want  to  put  a  ceiling 
on  the  number  of  children  that  can  be 
born  each  year  in  these  federally-im¬ 
pacted  areas,  that  is  one  way  of  cutting 
down  this  budget,  but  I  certainly  would 
not  offer  such  a  suggestion  as  that.  But, 
because  the  population  in  these  feder¬ 
ally  impacted  areas  has  been  going  up 
and  up,  and  when  we  lay  down  the  for¬ 
mula  by  the  laws  that  you  voted  for  and 
I  voted  for,  then  under  this  formula  we 
come  up  with  an  increase  in  these  en¬ 
titlements.  That  is  more  than  a  formula 
commitment  to  these  federally  impacted 
areas.  I  think  it  is  a  real  moral  com¬ 
mitment  on  the  Government.  It  is  one 
we  ought  to  keep.  It  is  the  word  of  the 
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Government  that  we  have  given  to  these 
local  communities  that  if  they  met  the 
formula  as  laid  down  by  Congress,  we 
would  put  up  X  number  of  dollars.  I 
think  we  ought  to  keep  our  word  and  by 
keeping  our  word  we  will  vote  down  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  what  the  gentleman 
has  said,  especially  about  the  new  for¬ 
mula.  It  is  fair,  it  is  mathematically 
accurate  and  is  a  big  improvement.  This 
formula  is  the  cause  of  much  of  this 
increase.  I  might  say,  too,  that  I  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Dempsey]  in  pointing 
out  to  you  that  in  the  uranium  area  we 
have  whole  new  settlements  just  coming 
in  that  will  require  additional  funds. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  close  by  reading  a  telegram  that 
I  received  this  morning.  I  think  we  may 
assume  that  many  local  communities  are, 
in  the  same  condition  as  this  one  which  is 
in  my  congressional  district.  May  I  say 
that  another  reason  this  bill  was  passed 
I  think  was  mentioned  by  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  or  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Connell]  today,  that  in  many  of  these 
smaller  communities  where  defense  fac¬ 
tories  have  been  located,  they  did  not 
have  the  property  to  tax  in  order  to  pay 
the  full  cost  of  these  educational  facili¬ 
ties.  I  received  this  telegram  this 
morning : 

Disturbed  to  learn  that  attempt  Is  being 
made  today  to  cut  fiscal  1957-58  entitlement 
Public  Law  847  by  12  percent.  This  means 
30,000  loss  already  in  North  Kingston  budget 
adopted  March  26,  1957.  Financial  town 
meeting.  We  urge  your  opposition  to  any 
cut  in  these  funds — regards. 

That  has  happened  in  community  after 
community.  The  budgets  have  already 
been  arrived  at.  If  this  $14  million  cut  is 
voted  today,  it  would  mean  a  $30,000 
deficit  in  the  school  finances  of  a  small 
town,  that  is  an  awful  lot  of  money  to  a 
small  town.  It  is  $30,000  less  than  our 
word  or  the  Government’s  v«)rd  of  what 
the  contribution  would  be  for  the  edu¬ 
cation  of  these  children. 

Mr.  JONAS'.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  As  I  read  the  hearings, 

I  got  the  impression  that  we  were  pretty 
liberal  in  coimting  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  eligible.  Do  we  not  permit  them  to 
count  the  children,  say,  of  a  commuter 
who  commutes  50  miles  to  a  Government 
installation?  I  should  like  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  clear  up  the  record  on  that  point, 
because  there  is  a  great  deal  of  interest 
in  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  asked  that  very 
question  and  it  appears  at  page  264.  I 
asked : 

Suppose  a  person  Is  living  50  miles  away 
from  an  airbase?  Is  the  town  in  which  he 
lives  50  miles  away  eligible  for  Federal  funds 
for  his  children  going  to  school  there? 

Mr.  Grigsby.  If  the  parent  commutes 
daily,  even  though  it  may  be  60  miles  away, 
they  are  eligible  to  count  children  of  that 
parent  if  there  are  10  or  more  such  children, 
and  if  the  number  of  such  children  is  equal 
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to  3  percent  of  th.elr  total  average  .daily 
attendance. 

That  is  not  some  decision  that  was 
made  by  the  Office  of  Education.  That 
is  in  the  formula  that  was  adopted  by 
Congress  last  year,  which  I  voted  for  and 
for  which  95  percent  of  the  Members  of 
this  House  voted.  They  are  only  follow¬ 
ing  the  dictates  of  this  Congress  when 
they  count  such  children.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  being  liberal  in  their  count. 
It  is  just  a  part  of  the  law  that  you  and 
I  voted  for  a  year  ago. 

Now  in  just  a  minute  I  would  like  to 
summarize  what  this  amendment  would 
mean  if  it  passes. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment  to  reduce 
the  appropriation  for  “Payments  to 
school  districts”  in  fiscal  year  1958  to 
the  amount  appropriated  in  fiscal  year 
1957  will  seriously  hamper  the  school 
programs  of  many  school  districts.  In 
effect,  such  action,  if  sustained  by  a 
denial  of  supplemental  funds  later  in  the 
year  would  represent  Federal  action  to 
shortchange  the  school  districts  on  the 
full  amount  of  their  entitlements  as 
specified  in  Public  Law  874. 

All  3,400  districts  which  participate  in 
this  program  would  have  their  Federal 
payments  reduced  to  about  88  percent 
of  the  amount  the  law  specifically  en¬ 
titles  them  to  receive.  In  many  districts 
which  receive  a  substantial  part  of  their 
school  revenues  from  this  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  this  action  would  necessitate  a  cur¬ 
tailment  of  school  programs  through  the 
shortening  of  school  terms  or  the  dis¬ 
missal  of  teachers  in  order  to  get  along 
on  a  reduced  budget.  A  number  of 
school  districts  which  are  heavily  de¬ 
pendent  on  these  Federal  funds  are  in 
remote  unpopulated  areas  where  there 
is  little  local  wealth  to  be  taxed  and 
where  State  funds  to  supplement  local 
resources  are  unavailable  for  inadequate. 
The  school  budgets  of  most  districts  re¬ 
ceiving  these  funds  have  already  been 
prepared  for  the  next  fiscal  year  and  in 
many  cases  they  have  been  approved 
by  local  boards  of  education  on  the  ex¬ 
pectation  of  receiving  the  full  amounts 
of  their  Federal  entitlements.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  ought  not  at  this  or 
at  any  time  to  renege  on  the  implementa¬ 
tion  on  its  promises  to  these  school  dis¬ 
tricts  as  set  forth  in  the  statute. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee  has  pointed  out  a  situation 
that  should  be  corrected  by  the  proper 
legislative  committee.  The  theory  be¬ 
hind  the  impacted  area  was  the  impact 
of  war  installations  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  national  defense.  But  what  are  we 
running  into  today?  We  are  running 
into  a  situation  right  here  around  Wash¬ 
ington  where  long-time  House  em¬ 
ployees,  staff  members  who  have  lived  in 
these  communities  for  years  and  years, 
who  own  property  there,  who  pay  taxes 
there,  have  received  a  questionnaire 
asking,  “How  many  children  do  you  have 
in  school?”  Then  Uncle  Sam  kicks  into 
that  school  a  contribution  as  an  impacted 
school.  The  presence  of  these  employees’ 
children  had  nothing  to  do  with  defense. 
While  the  Department  may  construe 
the  law  to  include  all  Federal  employees. 


I  for  one,  certainly  did  not  think  that  was 
our  intention. 

Just  to  show  what  I  mean,  here  is  a 
copy  of  the  questionnaire  and  the  accom¬ 
panying  list  of  Federal  officers.  This  was 
received  by  a  constituent  who  has  lived 
in  his  community  all  his  life.  He  is  not 
there  as  a  result  of  any  defense  activities 
and  is  not  employed  in  one.  The  ques¬ 
tionnaire  refers  to  all  Government  con¬ 
tracts,  not  just  defense  contracts. 

February  1,  1957. 

To  Parents  in  the  Prairie  District  Schools 
(Prairie,  Porter,  Highlands,  Belinder)  ; 

Public  Law  874  entitles  schools  to  Federal 
funds  If  the  parents  are  employed  on  Fed¬ 
eral  property  or  by  companies  holding  Fed¬ 
eral  contracts.  The  teacher  will  keep  track 
of  the  days  in  attendance  and  funds  will  be 
allocated  on  this  basis. 

Will  you  please  complete  the  Information 
on  the  attached  sheet  and  return  it  to  your 
child’s  teacher. 

A  list  of  properties  we  may  claim  as  fed¬ 
erally  connected  is  given  below: 

Air  Force  Plant  No.  2  (commingled)  Fair¬ 
fax  Plant,  Kansas  City,  Kans.: 

‘General  Motors  Corp.,  B.  O.  P.  division 
(all  but  transportation  dock). 

711  Armstrong  Property,  Kansas  City, 
Kans.; 

•Social  Security. 

•United  States  Army. 

Fairfax  Field,  Kansas  City,  Kans. : 

•Civil  Aeronautics  Administration. 

Federal  Office  Building  911,  Walnut,  ICan- 
sas  City,  Mo.: 

•Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue  (Treasury). 

•Bureau  of  Public  Assistance. 

•Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

•Civil  Aeronautics  Administration. 

•Corps  of  Engineers. 

•Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 

•Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service. 

•Social  Security. 

♦United  States  Agriculture. 

•United  States  Air  Force  Recruiting  Office. 

♦United  States  Children’s  Bureau. 

•United  States  General  Accounting  Office. 

♦United  States  Weather  Bureau. 

•United  States  department  of  Labor. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Leavenworth,  Kans.: 

*  United  States  Army. 

General  Services  Administration,  2306  East 
Bannister,  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

Grandview  Air  Force  Base.  Grandview,  Mo.: 

•United  States  Air  Force. 

Kansas  City  ORC  Armory  Site,  1628  Cen¬ 
tral; 

•Kansas  City  Armory. 

Kansas  City  Records  Center,  Independence 
and  Hardesty: 

•Army  Map  Service. 

♦Army  Home  Town  News  Center. 

♦Army  Veterinary  Corps. 

•Kansas  City  Records  Center  Office. 

♦United  States  Army. 

Knob  Noster,  Mo.: 

♦Sedalia  Air  Force  Base. 

Lake  City  Arsenal,  Independence,  Mo.: 

♦United  States  Army. 

Municipal  Airport,  Kansas  City,  Mo.: 

•Civil  Aeronautics  Administration. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kans.: 

♦United  States  Navy. 

Naval  Industrial  Reserve  Aircraft  Plant, 
95th  and  Troost,  Kansas  City,  Mo.: 

•Bendix  Aviation  (Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission)  . 

•Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue. 

•Westlnghouse  Electric  (Includes  TWA  test 
cell ) . 

Post  Office  building,  Kansas  City,  Mo.: 

♦United  States  Postal  Service  (regional). 

Sunflower  Ordnance  Works,  DeSoto,  Kans.: 

•United  States  Army. 

United  States  Army  Training  Center,  345 
Minnesota,  Kansas  City,  Kans. 
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United  States  Courthouse,  811  Grand,  Kan¬ 
sas  City,  Mo.: 

♦United  States  Post  Office  (regional) . 
•Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 

•United  States  Marines. 

•United  States  Navy. 

•United  States  Department  of  Agriculture. 
•Treasury  Department  (Internal  Reve¬ 
nue)  . 

United  States  Federal  Penitentiary,  Leav¬ 
enworth,  Kans.: 

•United  States  Army. 

United  States  Public  Health  Service  (Kan¬ 
sas  City  field  station)  3900  Eaton,  Kansas 
City,  Kans.; 

♦United  States  Public  Health. 

Veterans’  Administration  Hospital,  4801 
Linwood,  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

Veterans’  Administration  Center,  Wads¬ 
worth,  Kans.: 

•Veterans’  Administration. 

Harold  C.  Dent, 

Superintendent. 

Prairie  District  Schools,  19 - 19 — 

This  information  will  be  used  to  establish 
eligibility  for  Federal  aid  under  sections  3 
and  4,  Public  Laws  874  and  815; 

Telephone :  Residence _ 

Business _ 

Name  of  family _ 

(last)  (first)  (middle) 

Addresses  during  year _ 

Child’s  name _ 

(last)  (first)  middle) 

Date  of  birth _ School _ 

Grade _ Teacher _ 

Date  parents  became  residents  of  this  school 
district : 

Father _ 19 _ Mother _ 19 _ 

Name  and  address  of  property  on  which 

father  works _ _ 

Employer  _ 

Name  and  address  of  property  on  which 

mother  works _ 

Employer  _ _ 

Employed  across  State  line? _ 

If  so,  do  you  commute  daily? _ 

Date  father  began  employment  on  prop¬ 
erty  — 
Date  father  left  employment  on  prop¬ 
erty  ^ _ 

Date  mother  began  employment  on  prop¬ 
erty  — 
Date  mother  left  employment  on  prop¬ 
erty  1  _ _ 

In  military  service _ 

Date  began _ _ 

Date  terminated _ 

Name  and  address  of  Federal  property  living 
on _ 


Signature  of  parent  or  representative 

Date  child  entered  school  in  this  district _ 

Date  child  enrolled  this  year _ _ 

Date  child  dropped  school  in  this  district _ 

Days  attended  while  Federally  connected  for 
each  reporting  period:  (Keep  current) 
!□  20  3n  4n.  Total _ 


Signature,  Teacher,  Principal,  Supt. 

^  If  employed  at  end  of  school  year,  indicate 
same  (for  example,  still  employed  February 
1,  1957). 

From  this  list  you  can  see  how  far  this 
goes.  AU  of  those  things  were  never  in¬ 
tended  as  an  impacted  area.  I  have  a 
great  many  friends  out  home  who  were 
born  and  raised  in  the  community.  When 
war  came  they  went  into  a  defense  plant. 
Later  on  they  took  some  other  Federal 
job  there.  They  have  lived  there,  they 
have  raised  their  children  there.  The 
impact  of  the  war  plant  did  not  bring 
these  people  there,  yet  these  people  get 
the  questionnaire  just  the  same.  Em- 
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ployees  of  the  Veterans’  Administration 
wjio  have  lived  in  my  community  all  their 
lives  and  who  have  children  in  school  get 
the  a.uestionnaire,  and  their  children  are 
counted  in.  The  whole  thing  shows  how 
unrealistic  the  interpretation  has  been. 
Of  course,  if  we  said  it  in  so  many  words, 
the  Department  cannot  help  it.  They 
may  be  following  the  formula,  but  they 
are  sure  the  formula  is  wrong. 

In  my  own  area  we  have  defense 
plants,  but  many  of  the  people  working 
there  have  lived  in  that  community  ever 
since  they  were  born.  They  did  not  cause 
any  impact  on  that  area.  They  own 
property,  they  are  paying  taxes  on  that 
property.  They  are  there  just  the  same 
as  all  the  rest  of  us. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  understand  that 
a  Member  of  Congress  living  over  in  Vir¬ 
ginia  is  included  as  one  of  those  who 
makes  an  impact  on  the  school  area.  He 
received  a  questionnaire  as  to  how  many 
children  he  had  in  school.  He  is  buying 
property  there  and  paying  taxes  on  it, 
including  school  taxes.  Congress  cer¬ 
tainly  predates  any  defense  impact. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  amendment  is 
not  going  to  correct  any  inequities  under 
the  present  law.  The  gentleman  claims 
some  are  being  paid  100  percent.  This 
amendment  will  take  12  percent  off  the 
appropriation. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Perhaps  if  there  is 
a  decrease  made  it  may  cause  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee  to  take  another  look 
at  this  situation  and  then  count  those 
that  are  really  defense  impacted.  An 
example  is  the  situation  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  mentioned  here,  about  some  new 
uranium  area  that  is  going  to  be  a  new 
community  and  there  will  be  people 
coming  in  there  who  will  be  under  the 
defense  program.  You  can  understand 
that.  But  where  you  are  counting  peo¬ 
ple  that  have  lived  in  a  place  ever  since 
they  were  born  and  have  been  raising 
children  there,  they  should  not  count 
as  any  impact,  and  it  just  is  not  called 
for. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  agree  with  me  that  the  point 
was  raised  further  that  sometimes  ap¬ 
propriations  committees  try  to  legislate. 
This  is  just  that  in  reverse.  By  at¬ 
tempting  to  cut  this  $12  million  now  we 
are  attempting  to  legislate,  to  add  legis¬ 
lation  to  an  appropriation  bUl. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  The  Appropriations 
Committee  and  the  House  can  always 
put  limitations  in  any  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  right  way  is  to 
correct  the  basic  law;  is  not  that  right? 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Maybe  we  cannot 
wait  that  long. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  frcm  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  happen  to  be  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  handling 
school  construction  legislation,  and  this 
angle  of  it  has  been  assigned  to  my  sub¬ 
committee.  If  the  gentleman  has  some 
legislation  to  correct  that  problem,  we 
would  be  glad  to  take  it  into  considera¬ 
tion. 


Mr.  SCRIVNER.  I  am  just  pointing 
some  of  the  things  that  are  wrong. 
These  people  have  lived  there  all  their 
lives.  They  are  not  impacting  any  area. 
In  many  of  these  cases  a  defense  plant 
may  have  come  in,  but  the  people  would 
have  been  there  anyway,  so  the  defense 
plant  did  not  make  any  difference  as  far 
as  they  and  their  children  are  concerned. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
bring  in  legislation  to  correct  it,  we  will 
have  a  hearing  and  correct  that  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  The  gentlem^  from 
'West  Virginia  has  always  been  courteous, 
considerate,  and  kind  to  me.  If  I  can 
just  get  a  little  time  from  the  Appro-- 
priations  Committee  work,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  make  some  suggestions. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  cutting  this  appropriation  will 
not  do  anything  that  will  remedy  the 
problem  in  the  future. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  It  could  be  made  to 
apply  to  this  year  and  of  course  could 
save  quite  a  few  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  in  the  future. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  made  a  great  contribution  to 
our  thinking  on  this  subject  in  bringing 
out  the  point  he  has.  May  I  ask  him, 
a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  this  question,  whether  or  not  if 
this  reduction  were  made  it  would  be 
possible  to  get  the  administration  of  the 
law  not  to  spread  it  as  a  percentage  re¬ 
duction  to  each  of  these  areas  but  rather 
to  take  under  consideration  some  of  the 
things  the  gentleman  has  mentioned  and 
resurvey  this  question  of  what  the  proper 
distribution  of  these  funds  should  be? 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  would  have  that  effect.  But, 
certainly,  this  calls  for  a  certain  amount, 
and  you  do  not  have  to  appropriate  for 
every  authorization.  Any  authorization 
is  just  that  and  no  more.  If  the  author¬ 
ization  was  going  to  be  all  that  there  was 
to  it,  there  would  be  no  reason  for  having 
a  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

(Mr.  SCRIVNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  With  reference  to  the 
question  asked  by^  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  the  answer 
is  absolutely  no,  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion  cannot  use  any  discretion  in  de¬ 
ciding  where  this  reduction  would  be 
made,  because  you  fixed  in  the  basic  law 
the  way  that  these  funds  would  be  ap¬ 
portioned.  There  is  no  way  they  can 
change  it.  They  have  no  leeway  what¬ 
soever.  If  you  are  going  to  cut  it  back  by 
passing  this  amendment  then  there 
would  be  a  cut  of  12  percent  for  every 
one  of  those  3,400  school  districts.  There 
is  no  other  way  around  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  moment? 


Aj^ril  1 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chaiiinan,  I 
would  like  to  make  a  couple  of  points, 
and  if  I  have  time,  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Ml’.  Chairman,  one  of  the  problems 
that  have  developed  this  year  is  the 
problem  of  authorization  of  construction 
of  Capehart  housing.  Last  year  in  the 
housing  act  of  1956,  the  bill  provided 
that  on  any  base  that  Capehart  housing 
was  constructed,  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  had  to  take  steps  to  acquire  by 
purchase  the  Wherry  housing  that  exist¬ 
ed  on  that  base.  I  would  like  to  give  you 
a  specific  example  of  the  situation  at  the 
Travis  Air  Force  Base  in  California. 
Over  900  units  of  Wherry  housing  were 
built  under  the  Wherry  law.  That  hous¬ 
ing  under  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
has  been  paying  local  taxes  to  the  coun¬ 
ties  and  school  districts.  In  the  housing 
act  of  1956,  that  Wheri’y  housing  is  go¬ 
ing  to  have  to  be  purchased  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  it  is  going 
to  go  off  the  tax  rolls  and  the  school  dis¬ 
tricts  will  not  receive  a  dime  from  those 
900  units.  In  the  meantime,  the  Air^ 
Force  has  advertised  and  the  bids  are  out* 
right  now  for  the  construction  of  500 
additional  units  of  Capehart  housing  at 
that  same  base..  That  means  there  is 
going  to  be  a  combination  of  900  units 
that  up  to  this  year  were  paying  taxes  to 
the  local  school  districts  and  that  are  now 
going  off  the  rolls  plus  an  additional  500 
units  that  are  going  to  be  built  that  will 
not  be  contributing  a  dime.  This  legis¬ 
lation  is  the  only  salvation  and  the  only 
possible  solution  for  the  school  districts 
in  a  problem  area  like  that.  These 
school  districts  are  completely  depending 
on  the  bill  that  we  passed  last  year  in 
good  faith  in  this  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  in  the  other  body. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman,  for  he  is  the  first 
Member  of  Congress  to  get  up  on  the 
floor  today  who  has  really  put  his  flngeri 
on  the  necessity  for  leaving  these  funds^ 
the  way  they  are  in  this  bill,  and  that  is 
because  it  has  to  do  with  the  operation 
of  Capehart  housing.  If  there  were  no 
other  reason,  that  alone  would  justify 
the  appropriation. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  only  possible  so¬ 
lution  that  the  school  district  in  areas 
such  as  this  has  is  the  legislation  that 
we  passed  last  year,  legislation  upon 
which  they  are  entitled  to  rely  and  legis¬ 
lation  upon  which  they  have  based  their 
budgets.  If  we  take  action  at  this  time 
to  cut  12  percent  off  that  bill,  we  are 
losing  faith  with  every  school  district  in 
the  United  States  which  is  completely 
dependent  on  the  honesty  and  sincerity 
of  this  Congress  and  on  the  action  that 
we  look  last  year. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 

1  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  and 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
1  have  not  spoken  on  this  legislation  that 
has  been  on  the  floor  for  a  week,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  I  shall  not  seek  any 
more  time  to  speak  on  this  legislation,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  an 
additional  5  minutes. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  will  the  gentlerhan  tell  us  what 
he  is  going  to  talk  about? 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rose  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
The  gentleman  from  Michigan  can  make 
his  own  inference. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  thank  you.  That 
is  all  I  wanted  to  know.  I  wanted  to 
hear  that. 

The  CHAIR M.AN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 
I  may  be  accused  of  having  selfish  rea¬ 
sons  for  objecting  to  this  amendment. 
If  representing  the  people  of  my  dis¬ 
trict,  the  Fourth  District  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  to  the  best  of  my  ability,  makes 
me  selfish,  then  I  stand  convicted.  Lake 
City  Arsenal  is  in  my  district.  Grand 
V  View  Air  Force  Ease  is  in  my  district, 
^nob  Noster  Air  Force  Base  is  in  my 
'  district.  Also  Bendix  and  Westinghouse 
that  are  presently  engaged  in  the  man¬ 
ufacture  of  products  for  national  de¬ 
fense.  Schools  in  these  areas  are  im¬ 
pacted  by  the  influx  of  workers  in  that 
arsenal,  those  air  bases,  and  those,  de¬ 
fense  plants.  Therefore,  I  am  in  op¬ 
position  to  any  cut  in  funds  in  this^Dill 
for  aid  to  schools  in  impacted  areas. 

This  bill  has  been  on  the  flocr  for 
almost  a  week.  What  are  the  thmgs  for 
which  the  money  is  being  appropriated 
in  this  bill?  I  will  list  most  of  them. 
Bureau  of  Laior  Standards,  veterans’ 
employment  rights.  Bureau  of  Appren¬ 
ticeship,  employment  security,  em¬ 
ployees’  compensation.  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  Women’s  Bureau,  Wage  and 
Hour  Division,  retarded  children,  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  aging,  printing  for  the  blind. 
Food  and  Drug  Administration,  Freed- 
men’s  Flospital,  vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion,  control  of  venereal  diseases,  tuber- 
Wlosis,  sewage  treatment,  hospital  con¬ 
struction,  Indian  health  activities,  med¬ 
ical  research.  Cancer  Institute,  Heart  In¬ 
stitute,  Dental  Institute,  St.  Elizabeths 
Hospital,  where  I  have  ideas  of  going 
some  day  of  my  own  volition,  after  hours 
and  hours  on  the  floor  of  this  House, 
Social  Security  Administration,  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance.  That  is  what 
this  bill  is  for. 

This  bill  has  been  considered  by  the 
Committee  on  /.ppropriations  of  this 
House,  whose  chairman  is  the  dean  of 
cur  Missouri  delegation,  Ron.  Clarence 
C.ANNON,  v/ho  happens  to  be  sitting 
in  front  of  me  right  at  this  time.  The 
ran’xing  member  of  that  committee  is 
I-Icn.  John  Taber,  than  which  there  is 
no  more  conservative  Republican  on  the 
floor  of  this  House.  They  have  had 
that  bill  before  them  for  weeks  and 
weeks  and  weeks.  It  has  been  read 
in  that  committee  paragraph  by  para¬ 
graph.  That  committee  has  worked  its 
v.ill  on  that  bill  and  reported  it  to  the 
floor  of  this  House.  I  am  forced  to  say. 
that  because  of  the  things  that  these 
dollars  are  being  appropriated  for,  this 
I  :ose  has  cut  and  haggled  and  seesawed 
f^^r  a  week.  Who  dees  this  bill  benefit? 


The  people  that  pay  the  taxes  that  run 
this  Government,  the  greatest  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  greatest  business  on  the 
face  of  this  earth  at  the  present  time. 
Let  me  say  to  you  that  80  percent  of 
the  income-taxpayers  of  this  Nation  earn 
less  than  $6  000  a  year.  Do  not  get  nie 
wrong.  I  did  not  say  that  80  percent 
of  the  income  tax  was  paid  into  the 
United  States  Treasury  was  paid  by  peo¬ 
ple  who  earn  less  than  $6,000  a  year, 
but  80  percent  of  the  number  of  income- 
tax  payers  are  people  who  earn  $6,000  or 
less. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
amount  of  dollars  that  come  in  come 
from  the  bracket  below  $6,000. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  My  figures  vary  from  his  a 
little,  but  that  makes  my  case  still 
stronger.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  do  not  know  why  we  are  haggling  so 
much  over  this  bill.  Someone  has  said 
that  we  will  have  a  rollcall  on  these  cuts. 
I  hops  we  do. 

If  this  House  really  w'ants  to  save  the 
taxpayer  some  money  it  can  easily  be 
done  by  loping  at  least  a  billion  dollars 
oil  foreign  aid  when  it  comes  to  the 
floor  of  this  House.  I  am  reliably  in¬ 
formed  there  will  be  an  unexpended  bal¬ 
ance  of  five  to  six  billion  dollars  at  the 
end  of  this  fiscal  year,  June  31,  1957,  so 
there  is  the  place  to  save  money  and  not 
take  it  av/ay  from  our  aged,  oUr  children, 
and  sick  and  our  vet’s  programs. 

I  am  ready  to  vote  against  every  cut 
made  in  this  good  bill  right  straight 
down  the  line  and  accept  the  bill  as  it  was 
reported  out  to  the  floor  of  the  House. 
V.'hat  have  we  got  an  A.ppropriati:ns 
Committee  for  anyway?  I  did  not  sit  in 
the  hearings;  neither  did  the  majority 
of  you  members.  You  do  not  know 
what  the  testimony  was  and  will  not  un¬ 
less  you  read  the  testimony  that  was 
given  before  the  committee,  and  I  wfil 
bet  that  not  23  percent  of  the  Members 
of  this  House  have  read  even  the  report 
in  its  entirety.  I  trust  that  committee, 
and  I  am  willing  to  accept  the  bill  as  it 
was  brought  to  the  floor  of  this  House. 

Maybe  some  of  you  think  you  can  cur¬ 
ry  a  little  political  favor  by  voting  for 
these  cuts.  Do  not  kid  yourselves.  My 
Democratic  friends  on  the  right  hand 
side  of  this  aisle,  let- me  say  to  you  that 
when  you  vote  to  cut  out  money  that  is 
needed  in  your  district  and  my  district 
for  the  people  who  pay  the  taxes,  and 
when  we  have  another  congressional 
election  and  that  barrage  of  Republican 
propaganda  descends  on  your  head  and 
some  of  those  programs  like  aid  for  the 
blind  and  the  aged  and  schools  and 
health  in  your  district  have  been  crippled 
by  the  cuts  you  vote  for,  your  opponents 
will  say:  “President  Eisenhower  said  how 
much  money  he  needed  out  here,  but  the 
Appropriations  Committee  cut  that  out, 
a  committee  having  more  Democrats  on 
it  than  Republicans — cut  over  a  hundred 
million  dollars  out  of  this  bill.  The 
House  not  satisfied  with  that  took  out 
other  millions  and  the  House  was  Dem¬ 
ocratic,  and  if  you  have  not  got  enough 
money  to  carry  on  the  operations  in  your 
district,  blame  the  Democrats  for  it.” 


The  fact  that  95  percent  of  the  Republi¬ 
can  Members  of  this  House  may  have 
voted  for  these  cuts  will  not  help  you  one 
whit. 

Time  after  time  I  have  shown  up  Re¬ 
publican  legislation  and  proved  that  it 
was  wrong  and  not  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  people  of  my  district,  and  Repub¬ 
lican  propagandists  came  back  to  me 
with  this.  They  said,  “We  could  not  help 
it;  it  is  the  result  of  things  the  Demo¬ 
crats  did  in  the  20  years  before  we  came 
into  control  of  the  ofiSce.”  Remember, 
my  Democrat  friends,  we  and  we  alone 
will  be  responsible  for  cuts  in  this  bill 
even  though  the  cuts  receive  almost  solid 
Republican  support.  If  you  think  you 
can  curry  any  favor  by  cutting  down 
these  appropriations,  you  are  just  as 
wrong  as  you  ever  were  in  your  life. 

I  am  ready  to  vote  to  restore  every  cut 
this  House  has  made  in  this  bill  and  take 
it  exactly  as  it  came  from  the  committee. 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CA.RNAHAN.  I  v/ant  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  on  the  contribution 
he  has  made.  I  just  want  to  express  my 
opposition  to  the  pending  am.endment 
and  to  urge  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  to  vote  it  down. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  entire  congressional 
district  is  an  impacted  area,  and  I  think 
it  is  probably  one  of  those  prime  ex¬ 
amples  of  how  this  kind  of  appropria¬ 
tion  can  be  of  beneficial  effect.  Despite 
the  fact  that  the  district  has  on  every  oc¬ 
casion  overwhelmingly  pasred  bonds  for 
new  schools,  and  has  accepted  again  and 
again  raises  in  the  tax  rates  to  operate 
these  schools,  had  it  not  been  for  the 
grants  under  these  Federal  laws,  the 
Long  Beach  unified  school  system  which 
not  only  covers  my  district  but  extends 
and  expands  into  that  of  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Doyle],  could  not  have  met  its  load. 

There  is  a  definite  problem  that  has 
been  brought  up  by  the  heat  of  the  de¬ 
bate  here  today,  and  that  is :  If  you  have 
read  the  report  you  will  notice  that  the 
purpose  for  which  the  money  is  being 
used  is  gradually  shifting  over  from  the 
construction  of  buildings  to  the  opera¬ 
tional  maintenance  of  schools,  with  more 
emphasis  on  the  latter  than  on  the 
former  as  time  goes  on. 

There  also  are  changes  with  respect  to 
the  communities  which  have  been  im¬ 
pacted;  they  are  gradually  increasing  the 
tax  base  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the 
new  activities  are  becoming  fairly  per¬ 
manent,  so  permanent  as  distinguished 
from  temporary  enlargements  of  the 
communities  are  occurring.  This  en¬ 
larges  the  tax  bases  of  the  communities. 

What  I  am  afraid  of  is  that  the  debate 
we  have  had  today  indicates  that  af  some 
point  along  the  line  we  are  going  to  be 
asked  for  appropriations  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  which  Congress  will  suddenly 
rebel  and  end  the  program  suddenly  and 
entirely  without  prior  notice  by  'refusing 
any  appropriation.  In  that  event,  that 
one  $30,000  difficulty  of  one  single  school 
district  mentioned  earlier  in  the  debate 
would  be  multiplied  byjnillions  and  mil- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


4403  . 

lions  of  dollars  in  thousands  of  school 
districts  throughout  the  country.  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  in  offer¬ 
ing  his  amendment  had  something  of 
that  kind  in  mind.  I  do  not  believe  he 
was  irresponsible  or  arbitrary  at  all  in 
offering  the  amendment.  I  do  believe  he 
voiced  a  warning  that  at  some  point  Con¬ 
gress  must  decide  where  we  are  going 
and  whether  this  program  is  to  be  a  per¬ 
manent  program  or  not.'  The  size  of  the 
appropriation  has  a  definite  influence  on 
when  the  question  is  faced.  The  larger 
the  proposed  appropriation,  the  sooner 
it  will  come  up.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
program  started  out  as  a  temporary 
affair  with  absorption  features  that 
would  require  a  less  amount  every  year 
and  eventually  bring  itself  to  an  end.  I 
do  not  think  from  today’s  debate  that 
elimination  of  the  absorption  feature 
definitely  gave  the  program  premanence. 

Now,  is  it  or  is  it  not  going  to  be  a 
permanent  program?  That  is  some¬ 
thing  in  excess  of  3,000  school  districts 
must  know  for  purposes  of  their  finan¬ 
cial  planning.  Are  we  coming  to  some 
year  in  this  Congress  where  the  whole 
thing  will  be  wiped  out  in  one  fell  swoop? 
Or,  if  the  program  is  not  to  be  perma¬ 
nent,  are  we  going  to  adopt  a  decelera¬ 
tion  procedure  which  will  permit  the 
local  districts  to  make  an  orderly  adjust¬ 
ment?  There  will  be  distress  in  all  these 
districts  if  we  do  not  do  some  long-range 
thinking  on  this  problem.  I  ask  that 
you  iiave  these  facts  and  questions  in 
mind,  and  that  perhaps  as  time  goes  on 
the  appropriate  committees,  including 
both  the  Education  and  Labor  and  the 
Appropriations  Committees,  can  bring  to 
the  Congress  something  of  a  more  ex¬ 
press  nature  as  to  whether  it  is  a  perma¬ 
nent  program  or  a  policy  of  eliminating 
the  program.  I  believe  all  concerned 
would  benefit  by  such  an  expression. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  considerable  interest 
was  shown  a  little  while  ago  in  some 
facts  that  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  ScRivNER]  brought  out.  That 
seemed  to  me  to  be  quite  an  important 
thing, 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion,  the 
present  amendment  should  be  adopted. 
I  believe  there  will  be  plenty  of  money 
to  take  care  of  all  of  these  school  districts 
where  there  is  a  legitimate  claim  upon 
the  United  States  to  provide  for  the 
schoolchildren,  if  we  were  to  adopt  an 
amendment  immediately  after  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow]  was  adopted, 
which  stated: 

Insert  on  page  18,  line  9:  "Provided,  That 
none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall 
be  paid  to  any  school  district  on  account  of 
children  whose  parents  have  heretofore  lived 
in  the  district  or  paid  taxes  in  the  school 
district  or  who  pay  rent  to  taxpayers  for 
real  property  where  they  reside  in  such 
school  district.” 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chahman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  to  me  that  is  a  constructive  ap¬ 
proach  to  this  problem  and  I  commend 


the  gentleman  for  working  it  out.  The 
situation  to  which  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  called  attention  presents  an  al¬ 
most  ridiculous  case.  It  is  possible  un¬ 
der  this  present  law  for  an  adjoining 
district  to  'Washington  to  get  aid  simply 
because  there  is  a  Congressman  living 
there.  If  that  is  true,  we  certainly 
should  provide  against  such  an  eventu¬ 
ality  as  that  by  a  limitation  on  this 
appropriation.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
sound.  If  the  reduced  figure  is  accepted, 
as  I  am  inclined  to  believe  it  should  be, 
we  should  then  add  on  such  provision  as 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  has  sug¬ 
gested  which  would  take  care  of  the 
situation  that  is  troubling  so  many  of  us. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
It  seems  to  me  it  is  perfectly  clear  that 
is  the  way  to  handle  the  situation.  I  be¬ 
lieve — and  I  have  listened  to  the  hearings 
on  this  item — that  there  is  no  question 
but  what  they  will  have  plenty  of  money 
and  more  too  if  we  adopt  this  kind  of  a 
limitation  on  the  paragraph. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  There  was  never  any 
thought,  so  far  as  I  know,  that  we  would 
consider  staff  members  of  Congress  who 
lived  here  all  these  years  and  the  enj- 
ployees  of  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
the  Post  Office  Department,  the  Internal 
Revenue  Bureau,  and  all  of  those  as  being 
people  who  caused  impacting,  when  those 
people  are  taxpayers  and  lived  here  all 
their  lives.  They  were  not  called  in  by 
any  of  these  activities;  they  were  already 
there,  and  the  demand  for  them  would  be 
there  whether  they  were  Government 
employees  or  not.  This  has  gotten  to  the 
point  where  it  is  all  inclusive  or  counting 
almost  every  Government  employee,  no 
matter  what  his  activity  is,  or  any  em¬ 
ployee  in  a  defense  plant  no  matter 
whether  he  lived  with  his  parents  or 
grandparents.  It  just  is  not  a  realistic 
approach,  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  what 
the  Congress  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  think  the  gentleman  is 
right. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us 
not  be  dragged  away  from  the  question 
before  the  House. 

You  know,  when  the  tribe  first  con¬ 
sented  to  sit  down  in  a  circle  and  listen 
to  one  man  at  a  time  talk  about  one  thing 
at  a  time,  orderly  parliamentary  proce¬ 
dure  was  established.  Here  this  after¬ 
noon  we  ought  to  invoke  again  the  old 
tribal  law  under  which  the  tribe  gath¬ 
ered  about  the  campfh’e-  to  decide  what 
should  be  the  policy  of  the  tribe  in  those 
ancient  days  and  they  talked  about  the 
one  question  that  was  under  debate. 

The  question  before  us  here  today  is 
whether  or  not  we  will  retain  the 
amounts  appropriated  for  this  purpose 
for  the  current  year  or  whether  we  will 
increase  them.  » 

It  might  be  said  by  way  of  preface  that 
the  law  under  which  we  made  special 
contributions  to  impacted  districts  was 
a  wartime  measure.  We  are  no  longer 
at  war.  Normal  conditions  have  been 
resumed.  Certainly,  because  during  the 
war  we  found  it  necessary  to  meet  these 
sudden  shifts  of  population  to  the  war 
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plants  for  the  manufacture  of  war  muni¬ 
tions  and  war  weapons  does  not  mean 
that  it  should  be  in  force  today.  But, 
the  effort  has  been  made  to  lead  us 
away  from  the  point  that  is  before  us. 

Trying  to  get  away  from  the  question 
before  us  some  have  tried  to  make  this  a 
labor  bill.  They  have  insisted  that  be¬ 
cause  you  were  opposed  to  increasing 
amounts  appropriated  for  the  current 
year,  you  are  against  labor.  In  the 
same  way  they  have  tried  to  make  this 
an  education  bill  and  to  leave  the  im¬ 
pression  you  were  against  education. 
But  the  one  issue  before  us  is  economy. 
This  is  an  appropriation  bill  and  the 
question  of  labor,  or  education  or  all 
these  other  issues  are  not  before  us  at 
all. 

No  man  can  stand  on  this  floor  and 
say  that  I  have  not  supported  labor  dur¬ 
ing  my  entire  service  in  the  House.  I 
have  been  on  the  floor  longer  than  any 
Member  here  today.  At  the  desk  I  saw 
Sam  Rayburn  and  Carl  Hayden  come  to 
the  House.  And,  in  all  that  time  there 
1  have  supported  every  one  of  the  funda-^: 
mental  laws  establishing  the  rights  ofl 
labor  which  I  have  not  supported.  My^‘ 
district  was  at  that  time  an  agricultural 
district  with  practically  no  labor  organi¬ 
zation.  Most  of  you  men  so  vociferous 
in  your  support  of  labor  came  from  labor 
districts.  You  had  to  be  for  labor.  But 
I  was  for  labor  in  a  fai'm  district  because 
I  thought  agriculture  and  labor  had  a 
common  cause  and  were  preyed  on  by 
the  same  predatory  interests.  I  was  for 
labor  legislation  because  I  thought  it  was 
right  and  not  because  it  was  the  politi¬ 
cally  expedient  coui'se  to  follow.  I  was 
for  the  Norris  bill,  the  Wagner  bill,  the 
Walsh  bill,  the  Wage  and  Hour  and 
Portal  to  Portal  bill  and  no  one  can  stand 
on  this  floor  and  tell  me  that  because  I 
am  for  reasonable  appropriations  and 
against  excessive  appropriations  and  ex¬ 
cessive  taxes  In  these  critical  times,  I  am 
anti-labor.  And  I  have  in  season  and 
out  of  season  supported  education  and 
every  bill  for  education  and  vocational/ 
education  through  which  the  children  ofV 
America  have  been  benefltted. 

So  don’t  try  to  make  me  out  as -opposed 
to  education.  The  children  of  the  Nation 
will  suffer  more  from  lack  of  food  and 
clothing  when  we  pass  excessive  bills 
and  increase  th.e  cost  of  living  and  ham¬ 
mer  down  the  purchasing  power  of  the 
hard-earned  dollar  their  father  received 
for  his  daily  toil  than  they  will  lose — if 
at  all — from  the  passage  of  this  highly 
salutary  amendment. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  not  al¬ 
low  ourselves  to  be  drawn  off  into  col¬ 
lateral  issues.  Let  us  follow  the  old 
tribal  custom  of  talking  about  1  thing 
at  1  time.  The  thing  before  us  today  is 
whether  or  not  we  should  increase  the 
appropriation  for  this  purpose.  It  is  not 
a  question  whether  it  is  good  legislation 
or  bad  legislation,  whether  it  is  a  good 
purpose  or  a  bad  purpose.  It  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  whether  $113  million  is  sufficient  in¬ 
stead  of  $127  million. 

(Mr.  CANNON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  debate  on  this 
measure  today  points  up  the  necessity  for 
a  serious  congressional  study  to  be  made 
of  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  those  areas  where 
they  have  large  Federal  installations.  I 
think  some  of  the  arguments  that  have 
been  made  here  today,  both  for  and 
against  this  amendment,  show  some  of 
the  inequities  in  the  present  program 
with  respect  to  the  distribution  of  these 
moneys  for  aid  to  impacted  areas. 

For  example,  there  was  the  point  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
EcniVNER]  and  endorsed  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber],  which 
is  a  very  important  point  in  connection 
with  a  program  such  as  this.  And  it  is 
important  to  my  own  congressional  dis¬ 
trict  because  there  are  many,  many  peo¬ 
ple  in  that  particular  category  in  my 
congressional  district.  But  this  whole 
matter  of  Federal  payments  in  these 
areas  not  only  for  schools — because  there 
are  other  things,  other  services  that 
these  ^Government  ipstallations  and  the 
emplo'yees  there  require;  there  is  police 
protection,  fire  protection,  and  all  the 
other  various  services  that  a  community 
affords  which  must  be  paid  for  by  the 
people  living  in  those  communities,  which 
are  aggravated  when  more  and  more 
people  suddenly  are  brought  into  the 
community.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  prob¬ 
lem  today  to  say,  “Well,  my  district  would 
like  to  have  some  of  these  new  Federal 
installations,  whether  they  pay  taxes  or 
not,  because  they  bring  in  new  payrolls.’’ 
If  you  follow  that  argument  to  its  logical 
conclusion  then  I  would)ask  whether  the 
same  gentleman  would  say  that  all  of 
the  private  enterprises  in  his  district 
should  be  made  tax  free  because  they 
bring  in  payrolls.  Tliat  argument  does 
not  make  any  sense. 

No,  this  whole  problem  of  Federal  pay¬ 
ments  to  local  areas  where  they  are  af¬ 
fected  by  Federal  installations,  in  lieu 
of  taxes,  should  be  seriously  studied  by 
this  Congress.  That  question  has  not 
been.  I  understand  there  has  been  some 
staff  work  done  on  it  in  some  commit¬ 
tees,  but  the  study  has  not  been  seriously 
undertaken  by  any  committee  of  this 
Congress. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Ml'.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  gentleman  is  so 
right  in  what  he  is  saying.  I  apprehend 
that  perhaps  he  and  I  differ  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment  before  us;  I  do  not 
know  about  that.  But  this  Congress 
should  do  something  about  this  problem 
of  Federal  installations  coming  into 
these  communities  tax  free.  In  my  dis¬ 
trict  there  is  only  a  relatively  small  num¬ 
ber  of  them.  In  the  gentleman’s  district 
there  are  undoubtedly  many  more.  But 
this  is  something  that  should  be  grappled 
with  by  this  Congress  in  the  appropriate 
committee.  I  have  had  a  bill  in  for  years 
on  this  subject,  as  many  other  Members 
have.  No  one  of  us  probably  has  the 
exactly  right  answer,  but  we  should  do 
something  to  provide  for  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  these  various  areas  where  they  are 
now  using  the  facilities  of  sewer  and 
water  and,  as  the  gentleman  said,  police 


and  everything  else,  way  beyond  what 
is  involved  in  this  bill.  The  gentleman 
has  put  his  finger  on  something  very  im¬ 
portant  for  this  Congress  to  tackle. 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

As  far  as  this  particular  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  will  vote  against  this  reduction. 
I  will  vote  against  any  further  tinkering 
v/ith  this  particular  program  until  we  do 
solve  the  matter  and  solve  it  conclusively 
and  intelligently  by  a  restudy  of  this 
whole  program. 

Mr.  DEVEREUX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  DEVEREUX.  Is  it  not  true  that 
because  of  the  more  liberalized  formula 
that  has  been  adopted  the  net  result  of 
following  this  amendment  would  be  that 
we  would  be  reducing  payments  to  the 
impacted  school  districts  by  12  percent? 

Mr.  HYDE.  That  is  as  I  understand 
it;  yes. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Hagen]. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  waiting  here  very  patiently  to  say 
a  few  words  about  this  amendment. 
Perhaps  the  delay  was  worthwhile,  be¬ 
cause  the  issue  seems  to  be  getting  big¬ 
ger  by  the  minute.  We  have  just  heard 
from  the  chairman  of  the  committee  and 
from  the  ranking  minority  member  in 
support  thereof  and  in  opposition  to 
their  committee  proposal. 

I  may  say  with  respect  to  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]  that  quite  probably  his  pro¬ 
posal  would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  or¬ 
der  because  he  would  be  attempting  to 
legislate  in  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  gentleman  is  not 
correct  on  that,  in  my  opinion.  It  is  a 
clear  limitation. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Let  us  say  possibly  it 
would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  In 
any  event,  it  is  legislation  which  would 
alter  the  program  in  a  fashion  which, 
if  it  should  be  accomplished,  should  be 
done  by^the  basic  committee  concerned 
with  this  legislation,  the  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor. 

Actually  what  we  are  doing  here  In 
appropriating  for  this  program  is  decid¬ 
ing  what  is  a  reasonable  estimate  of  the 
needs  of  the  program  as  established  by 
the  Congress.  The  Department  and  the 
committee  have  said  that  $127  million 
is  a  reasonable  estimate.  I  for  one  am 
inclined  to  accept  their  estimate.  - 

What  happens  if  we  overestimate  what 
is  necessary  to  carry  out  a  clear  statu¬ 
tory  formula?  If  we  overestimate,  the 
money  is  not  spent,  it  still  remains  in 
the  Treasury.  We  have  not  lost  a  thing. 

If  we  underestimate,  what  happens? 
If  we  underestimate  we  create  a  real 
problem  for  all  of  these  some  3,400  school 
districts,  because  they  plan  their  budg¬ 
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ets,  a  great  many  of  them,  on  the  basis 
of  the  availability  of  this  Federal  entitle¬ 
ment.  If  you  say  to  them  “You  can 
have  only  88  percent  of  a  budget  instead 
of  100  percent  of  a  budget,  and  they 
need  schoolteachers,  they  need  janitors, 
they  need  school  supplies,  and  they  have 
to  really  struggle  with  the  problem  of 
educating  those  children.  Either  they 
have  to  water  down  the  quality  of  the 
educational  service  they  give  or  they 
have  to  resort  to  various  expedients 
which  cost  the  program  more  in  the 
long  run. 

I  know  of  one  school  district  in  my 
congressional  district  that  has  only  one 
substantial  source  of  operating  funds, 
and  that  source  is  this  Federal  program. 
What  happens  if  they  get  88  percent  of 
their  necessary  budget?  In  the  past 
this  has  happened,  and  they  have  had  to 
borrow  money  to  pay  their  teachers  and 
the  janitors  and  to  pay  for  their  school 
supplies.  Bon'owing  the  money  calls 
for  paying  interest,  and  the  money 
comes  from  a  source  which  is  of  dubious 
legality  as  far  as  legal  ability  to  lend  is 
concerned,  so  that  they  have  had  a  very 
difficult  problem. 

Actually  when  we  have  underesti¬ 
mated  in  the  past  the  Department  has 
come  in  later  and  asked  for  more  money 
by  defining  appropriation  to  complete 
the  program  and  the  Congi'ess  has 
acceded  to  such  request,  so  if  you  make 
a  wrong  underestimate  here  you  are  not 
saving  any  money  because  the  deficiency 
will  be  provided  next  year.  In  the 
meantime,  however,  you  have  seriously 
inconvenienced  a  large  percentage  of 
these  3,400  school  districts  and  these 
million  plus  schoolchildren  around  the 
country,  so  that  you  have  not  accom¬ 
plished  anything  except  to  harass  the 
beneficiaries  of  this  program.  In  effect 
you  are  indulging  in  an  idle  act  as  far 
as  saving  money  is  concerned,  and  I  am 
certain  you  do  not  want  to  do  that. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  requisite  number 
of  words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  JOHANSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  have  2  or  3  observations  to  offer. 
One  of  them,  for  whatever  pertinence  it 
has  to  this  discussion,  is  that  we  are  con¬ 
stantly  told  that  employees  in  the  fed¬ 
erally  impacted  areas  contribute  noth¬ 
ing  to  the  schools,  and  that  in  many  in¬ 
stances  there  is  no  tax  base  provided.  I 
would  just  like  to  observe,  and  this  is 
not  by  way  of  negating  the  principle  of 
aid  for  impacted  areas,  that  in  the  State 
of  Michigan  2  cents  of  every  3  cents  sales 
tax  on  the  dollar  goes  to  school  aid  at 
the  State  level.  That  is  paid  by  em¬ 
ployees  and  by  persons  connected  with 
the  Government  in  the  federally  im¬ 
pacted  area.  The  second  observation  I 
want  to  make  is  with  reference  to  the  re¬ 
mark  made,  I  believe,  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Thompson]  that 
one  reason  for  this  increase  this  year  in 
the  proposed  budget  is  the  fact  that  there 
has  been  an  increase  in  impacts.  I  am 
not  going  to  argue  that  explanation  or 
that  point.  But,  certainly,  insofar  as 
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there  are  increases  in  the  bureaucracy, 
apparently  there  are  increases  in  im¬ 
pacts.  And  insofar  as  there  are  in¬ 
creases  in  impacts,  there  are  increases 
for  need  or  for  alleged  need  for  aid. 
It  seems  to  me  there  is  a  moral  to  be 
drawn  from  that.  If  we  do  happen 
to  cui’tail  the  bureaucracy  a  little  bit, 
we  curtail  the  impacts  and  we  curtail 
the  subsidiary  addition  to  and  because 
that  addition  results  from  the  increased 
size  of  the  bureaucracy.  One  final 
thought.  Some  of  these  days  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  talking  about  proposals  to  put 
the  Government  into  some  new  activity 
in  competition  with  private  enterprise. 
It  may  be  in  the  field  of  atomic  energy. 
Some  day  we  are  going  to  be  talking 
about  some  new  type  of  Government  ac¬ 
tivity  which  private  enterprise  ought  to 
carry  out.  May  I  respectfully  remind 
the  House  that  insofar  as  this  House 
votes  to  do  that  and  insofar  as  that  be¬ 
comes  policy,  we  create  more  impacts  and 
by  competing  with  private  enterprise  take 
fields  of  activity  out  of  areas  where  they 
can  yield  tax  support  for  the  Nation  and 
for  the  community  and  for  the  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Bennett]  to  close  debate  on  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  take  this  time  to  point  out  an  il¬ 
lustration  in  my  own  district  which  I 
think  may  throw  a  little  light  on  the 
workings  of  this  bill.  I  represent  two 
counties  here — Duval  and  Clay.  Clay 
County  is  a  small  rural  county  which  has 
been  a  small  rural  county  for  100  years 
or  thereabouts.  In  that  county,  50,000 
acres  or  thereabouts  are  taken  away 
from  the  tax  rolls  and  from  the  turpen¬ 
tine  and  timber  developments  for  the 
purpose  of  having  a  standby  infantry 
camp  which  is  nonproductive  as  far  as 
taxes  are  concerned.  Secondly,  in  that 
county  there  is  a  mothball  fleet  of  the 
Navy.  The  Navy  selected  it  because  it 
has  fresh  water  and  these  ships  are  well 
taken  care  of  there.  I  am  old  enough 
to  remember  World  War  I  and  the  moth¬ 
ball  fleet  following  World  War  I.  After 
a  while  they  were  a  pretty  sorry  spec¬ 
tacle  and  you  began  to  wonder  where  you 
were  going  to  get  the  money  to  get  rid 
of  that  fleet  which  was  cluttering  up 
the  streams,  now  that  they  had  become 
outmoded.  Certainly,  there  is  nothing 
very  pei-manent  about  that  kind  of  mil¬ 
itary  installation.  With  respect  to  the 
personnel  that  were  brought  to  this 
small  rural  community,  are  they  people 
who  went  there  voluntarily?  No,  they 
are  there  involuntarily  because  they  are 
all  Navy  personnel.  They  have  brought 
their  children  there.  Their  children  do 
not  have  any  choice  about  going  there, 
but  neither  do  the  parents  have  any 
choice  about  going  there.  So  we  have  a 
small  rural  county  which  was  getting 
along  pretty  good  before-they  had  this 
military  installation  put  there,  and 
which  now  has  a  terrific  burden  upon 
its  taxes  and  upon  its  opportunities  to 
educate  the  people  who  have  been 
brought  there. 


There  might  be  other  counties  where 
the  need  is  not  so  great,  but  in  approach¬ 
ing  this  matter  we  should  bear  in  mind 
the  thought,  that  after  all  this  is  not  the 
place  to  write  legislation.  If  there  are 
some  improvements  or  changes  you  want 
to  make  in  this  legislation  to  improve  it 
here and  there,  there  is  a  legislative 
committee.  Your  ideas  should  be 
brought  to  that  committee.  They  should 
be  ironed  out  and  considered  there  in 
the  proper  manner,  so  that  everybody 
has  an  opportunity  to  study  it,  so  that 
the  proper  staff  work  can  be  done  upon 
it,  so  that  we  do  the  proper  thing.  It 
seems  to  me  this  amendment  would  be 
unfair  to  a  small  county  which  was 
getting  along  pretty  well  before  this  mili¬ 
tary  installation  came,  which  has  no 
great  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  military 
installation,  and  where  this  military  in¬ 
stallation  may  sometime  go  and  leave  in 
that  river  a  tremendous  fleet  of  boats 
which  will  have  to  be  destroyed. 

So  I  urge  that  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment  be  not  adopted,  that  we  allow  the 
full  funds  and  take  care  of  this  much 
needed  educational  work. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Would  not  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  problem  be  solved  by  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment,  plus  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from-New  York,  Mr.  Taber?  I  think  the 
gentleman  has  put  his  finger  on  a  case 
where  there  is  a  real  impact,  and  where 
this  law  is  sound  and  should  take  care 
of  an  unusual  situation  .such  as  the 
gentleman  has  mentioned,  but  there  are 
other  areas,  like  for  instance  Washing¬ 
ton,  where  a  Congressman’s  child  is 
counted  in  the  area.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  would  agree  that  is  not  sound. 
But  if  the  figure  is  still  sound  but  it  is 
properly  allocated  so  as  not  to  include 
such  areas  as  the  gentleman  mentioned, 
you  would  have  the  answer  to  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  is  not  much 
sense  to  the  argument  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating] 
because  the  basic  law  haS  been  the  basic 
law  since  the  first  time  this  was  passed 
in  1950.  If  sufficient  funds  are  not 
appropriated  by  the  Congress  to  match 
the  formula  that  they  lay  down,  then  the 
available  funds  will  be  prorated  among 
the  3,400  school  districts.  There  is  no 
other  way  about  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  But  there  will  be  suf¬ 
ficient  funds - 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida.  I  refuse 
to  yield  further. 

I  am  not  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
before  us  now  and  after  all  I  was  sup¬ 
posed  to  make  some  final  remarks  in  this 
debate.  Personally,  I  feel  this  is  no  way 
to  write  legislation  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  I  did  not  even  hear  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]  and  I  don’t  think 
many  others  did.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
any  way  to  tamper  with  an  important 
program  of  this  type. 


April  1 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Bennett 
has  expired. 

The  f)ro  forma  amendments  were 
withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  oc¬ 
curs  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bow),  there 
were  ayes  49,  noes  62. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Taber;  On  page 
18,  line  10,  after  the  period  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 
in  this  paragraph  appropriated  shall  be  paid 
to  any  school  district  on  account  of  children 
whose  parents  have  heretofore  for  6  years 
or  more  lived  in  the  district  and  paid  taxes 
for  school  purposes  or  who  pay  rent  to  tax¬ 
payers  for  real  property  where  they  reside  in 
such  school  district.” 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
offered  this  amendment  to  correct  what 
seems  to  me  to  be  an  abuse  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  the  funds  under  this  act.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  should  try  our  best 
to  corrfect  it  and  that  the  correction  will 
result  in  saving  the  money  that  would 
have  been  saved  had  the  Bow  amend¬ 
ment  been  adopted. 

I  believe  the  situation  is  quite  serious. 
They  tell  me  that  children  of  Members 
of  Congress  who  own  houses  in  the 
suburbs  of  Washington  are  used  as  a 
credit  by  the  school  district  in  fixing 
taxes.  I  expect  that  the  children  of  any¬ 
one  who  carries  mail  or  who  does  any¬ 
thing  else  for  the  Government,  who  is  an 
employee  of  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion,  are  counted  toward  this  sort  of 
gratuity. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  situation  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  needed  to  go  to  work 
and  try  to  bring  in  an  amendment  that 
would  correct  this  bill  so  that  cases  of 
this  kind  could  not  happen. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  anyone 
should  oppose  this  amendment  but  that 
everybody  should  be  for  it,  because  the 
only  way  we  can  ever  get  credit  in  this 
world  is  by  doing  the  thing  that  seems  to 
be  right;  and  that  we  should  do  this 
seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  clear. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  It  seems  to  me  in  the 
light  of  the  defeat  of  the  Bow  amend¬ 
ment  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  is  even  more 
necessary  now  that  we  are  retaining  the 
larger  figure  in  the  bill,  to  insure  that  the 
money  be  not  squandered,  as  I  would  put 
it,  in  the  method  outlihed,  and  that  it  be 
used  only  in  those  areas  where  the  impact 
has  been  real  and  not  under  such  fan¬ 
tastic  conditions  as  the  gentleman  has 
been  describing. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  WIER.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  question:  After  listening  to 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  as  it  was 
read,  and  to  the  statement  he  made,  I 
think  the  gentleman  is  trying  to  solve  a 
problem  that  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  had  before  it  in  the 
early  days,  a  problem  that  dealt  with 
the  larger  cities  of  the  Nation  where 
there  is  plenty  of  taxable  property  and 
plenty  of  room  for  increased  millage  for 
school  purposes. 

I  have  been  trying  to  think  of  the 
major  cities  of  the  United  States  that 
have  been  participating  in  this  program. 
I  think  the  gentleman  has  some  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  fringe  of  Washington;  at 
least  he  put  his  finger  on  Maryland  and 
Virginia.  Would  this  go  beyond  that? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  would  go  all  over  the 
country.  They  tell  me  that  in  one  city 
in  Missouri  they  count  erhployees  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration;  they  tell  me 
they  have  done  the  same  thing  in  New 
York  and  in  many  of  the  communities. 
I  think  the  children  in  this  situation  that 
)  I  have  described  in  the  amendment  have 
not  the  slightest  claim  to  a  Federal  sub¬ 
sidy.  That  is  the  reason  1  have  offered 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
TabkrI. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  substance  of  what 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]  offers  might  have  some 
merit  but  it  certainly  should  be  presented 
to  the  appropriate  legislative  committee 
of  the  House  to  determine  in  a  more 
deliberate  manner,  if  it  has.  This 
amendment  that  is  offered  now,  although 
it  is  not  subject,  as  I  see  it,  to  a  point  of 
order,  because  it  is  in  the  form  of  a 
limitation,  to  me  is  legislating  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  I  do  not  believe  that 
we  today  in  7  or  8  minutes  should  at¬ 
tempt  on  an  appropriation  bill  to  change 
the  intent  of  Congress  and  change  the 
)  basic  law.  How  far  this  amendment  will 
go  I  do  not  know,  and  neither  does  any¬ 
body  else  here  in  the  House.  An  amend¬ 
ment  like  this  deserves  a  hearing  before 
the  appropriate  legislative  committee.  I 
do  not  think  we  as  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  should  assiune 
the  responsibility  of  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  House.  As  chairman  of 
this  committee  I  have  never  gone  to  the 
Rules  Committee  for  a  rule  waiving 
points  of  order  on  any  of  these  appro¬ 
priation  bills  that  I  have  had  anything  to 
do  with  and  I  do  not  intend  to  as  long  as 
I  am  on  this  committee.  I  do  not  like 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  espe¬ 
cially  when  it  goes  to  basic  matters  as 
this  one  does.  That  is  exactly  what  we 
would  do  by  adopting  this  amendment. 
I  was  pretty  sure  the  Bow  amendment 
would  be  defeated  because  it  was  a  blow 
against  education.  This  should  be,  too, 
under  these  circumstances  because  I  do 
not  know  how  far  it  will  go  and  feel  cer¬ 
tain  no  one  else  here  does.  I  hope  the 
membership  of  the  committee  will  follow 
the  vote  on  the  last  amendment  and  vote 
down  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Ai-e  there  any  statis¬ 
tics  available  at  all  so  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  could  intelligently  be  acted  upon? 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  No. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  This  would  stop  the 
whole  program  until  a  lengthy  process 
of  an  entire  census  was  taken? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  right.  When  this  particular 
appropriation  was  being  considered,  this 
matter  was  not  gone  into  at  all.  We 
have  no  justification  in  our  appropria¬ 
tions  hearings  for  the  adoption  of  such 
an  amendment.  The  justification  for 
the  formula  that  we  have  in  the  basic 
law  was  adopted  after  long  hearings  by 
the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 
and  after  this  bill  was  extended  2  or  3 
times  in  the  past  6  or  7  years  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  This  is 
not  the  right  way  to  do  business.  There 
may  be  something  in  the  gentleman’s 
argument  but  I  think  it  should  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  proper  legislative  commit¬ 
tee,  a  hearing  should  be  held,  they 
should  take  action,  then  come  back  and 
make  their  recommendation  to  the 
House. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chalnnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  do  not  see  how  it  is 
possible  to  correct  this  situation  unless 
we  go  about  doing  it.  Now  that  we 
have  the  chance,  let  us  do  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  trying  to  rea¬ 
son  with  my  friend.  It  is  a  responsibil¬ 
ity  of  the  proper  legislative  conomittee 
to  change  the  basic  law.  I  do  not  think 
that  we  as  members  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  ought  to  assume  the 
prerogatives  of  the  standing  committees 
of  this  House.  I  am  not  for  it,  I  never 
was  for  it  and  I  hope  I  never  will  be. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  ' 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  will 
agree  with  me  that  certain  legislative 
language  has  already  been  stricken  from 
this  bill  on  a  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  the  gentleman  has 
indulged  in  legislation  in  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  Most  of  that  was  put 
in  years  ago  and  has  been  carried  year 
after  year  because  it  has  never  met  with 
objection  from  a  single  Member.  We 
have  never  attempted  to  defend  any 
points  of  order  that  have  been  raised 
on  such  legislation  and  we  have  never 
gone  to  the  Rules  Committee  to  ask  for 
a  rule  waiving  points  of  order,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  particular  appropria¬ 
tion  biU.  I  do  not  expect  we  ever  will. 
And  I  might  say  further  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  we  have  included  is  largely  to 
straighten  out  small  procedural  matters 
rather  than  to  change  the  basic  concepts 
of  legislative  enactments  as  the  pending 
amendment  does. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 


Mr.  DENTON.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment,  it  excludes  children  if  the 
parents  have  been  in  the  community  5 
years  or  own  a  home? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  carmot  tell  the 
gentleman  for  certain.  I  could  not  be 
certain  that  it  may  not  go  far  beyond 
what  the  intent  may  be  without  spend¬ 
ing  much  more  time  on  it  that  we  can 
now. 

Mr.  DENTON.  The  point  is  that  it 
does  not  hit  the  problem.  The  real  prob¬ 
lem  that  we  have  is  that  the  Government 
owns  a  very  large  part  of  the  property 
in  many  of  these  areas,  it  is  not  subject 
to  taxation,  the  local  community  cannot 
tax  the  property  or  raise  money  through 
taxation.  This  amendment  would  kill 
the  whole  program. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  When  the  old  3 -per¬ 
cent  absorption  clause  was  eliminated  it 
was  stated  that  an  area  either  is  fed¬ 
erally  impacted  or  it  is  not.  That  is 
the  question  that  was  raised  then.  It 
either  is  or  is  not.  We  are  changing  the 
basic  law  if  we  adopt  the  amendment. 
There  might  be 'some  merit  to  it  but  if 
there  is  a  hearing  should  be  held  by  the 
proper  legislative  committee,  then  a  re¬ 
port  made  to  the  House. 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chah’man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  I  believe  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  hit  the  nail 
on  the  head  when  he  said  the  main  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  amendment  is  that  it  is 
sometliing  that  should  be  worked  out  in 
the  proper  legislative  committee.  This 
formula  under  which  this  law  is  admin¬ 
istered  is  a  very  complicated  and  con¬ 
fusing  formula.  The  formula  is  not 
satisfactory  to  me,  and  I  would  like  to 
have  it  amended  by  the  proper  legisla¬ 
tive  committee.  At  the  present  time  the 
communities  have  to  absorb  3  percent  of 
the  children  of  federally  connected  em¬ 
ployees  attending  the  local  school.  The 
formula  now  provides  for  50  percent  of 
the  cost  to  the  local  community  for 
educating  the  children  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  who  live  or  work  on  Federal 
property.  Regardless  of  how  long  the 
people  have  lived  there — and  the  term 
“impacted”  has  been  used  quite  often 
here — the  basic  purpose  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  I  see  it,  is  recognizing  that  the 
Federal  Government,  owning  the  proper¬ 
ty  in  these  various  communities  which 
are  taken  off  the  tax  rolls,  should  provide 
some  means  of  reimbursing  the  com¬ 
munities  for  the  education  of  these  chil¬ 
dren.  We  have  to  provide  some  form  of 
payment  in  lieu  of  taxes.  Again  with 
reference  to  the  employee  who  works  or 
lives  on  Federal  property,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  under  this  legislation  only  provides 
for  50  percent  of  the  cost  for  educating 
that  child,  with  50  percent  contributed 
by  the  local  community,  and  that  again 
is  based  on  what  it  costs  a  comparable 
school  district  in  the  various  States.  It 
costs  the  citizens  of  Arlington  County 
$320  a  year  for  each  child.  Under  this 
legislation  we  only  receive  $96  a  year 
from  the  Government  for  children  of 
Federal  employees  who  live  or  work  on 
Federal  property.  It  is  not  a  bonanza 
to  any  of  these  communities.  We  would 
all  be  much  better  off  if  the  Federal  Gov- 
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eminent  paid  its  just  share  of  taxes. 
But,  if  they  want  to  change  the  formula, 
let  them  take  it  before  the  proper  legis¬ 
lative  committee  and  not  do  it  on  an 
appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  PILLION.  A  year  or  two  ago  a 
survey  indicated  that  the  per  family  in¬ 
come  of  Arlington  County  was  some¬ 
where  in  the  neighborhood  of  $8,500  per 
year,  which  was  the  highest  per  family 
income  of  any  county  in  the  whole  United 
States.  Does  the  gentleman  claim  that 
Arlington  County  has  any  need  for  these 
federally  impacted  school  funds  and  that 
they  should  be  paid  for  by  areas  of  the 
coimtry  where  the  per  family  income  is, 
say,  less  than  $4,000  per  year? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  I  would  say  that  the 
average  income  per  family  in  Arlington 
County  is  one  of  the  highest  in  the  Na¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  one  of  the  finest  communi¬ 
ties  in  the  Nation,  but  that  does  not  re¬ 
lieve  the  Federal  Government  from  its 
responsibility  and  requiring  that  com¬ 
munity  to  render  service  as  the  result  of 
their  operations. 

Mr.  PILLION.  The  county  of  Arling¬ 
ton  has  very  little  industry  and  the  pri¬ 
mary  cause  of  ttwe  high  per  family  income 
is  mainly  because  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  payroll ;  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  BROYHILL.  That  is  true,  but 
that  does  not  mean  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  receive  tax  exemption  on  all 
the  property  that  it  owns. 

(Mr.  BROYHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission'To  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
March  28,  in  the  Congressional  Record, 
at  page  4166  the  majority  leader,  Mr. 
McCormack,  speaking  of  the  President, 
said: 

This  is  his  budget.  This  is  not  merely 
a  recommendation.  He  was  forced  to  defend 
his  own  budget  because  of  the  rebellion 
against  him  by  the  majority  of  his  own 
Members  in  this  body.  The  President  said 
that  his  budget  had  been  drawn  up,  and  I 
quote:  “Carefully,  intelligently.”  How  his¬ 
toric  it  is  that  a  President  feels  that  he  is 
on  trial  and  must  defend  himself  to  the 
point  of  having  to  say  that  his  budget  has 
been  drawn  up  "carefully.  Intelligently.” 
The  President  also  used  in  his  press  confer¬ 
ence  the  word  “futile,”  and  I  quote  that  in 
connection  with  cutting  the  budget,  as  he 
said,  “severely,”  that  too  big  a  cut  in  foreign 
aid,  for  example,  would  endapger  the  coun¬ 
try’s  national  interest.  I  called  that  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  country  some  weeks  ago  when 
I  was  on  the  television  program  conducted 
by  our  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Keating].  I  projected  my  mind 
ahead.  Drawing  on  my  years  of  experience 
in  Government,  I  said,  “Where  can  the  sharp 
cut  come?”  It  must  come  along  the  lines 
of  least  resistance.  My  mind  focused  on 
foreign  assistance — not  that  I  approve  of 
that  method  but  I  saw  that  that  was  the 
easiest  way.  When  Secretary  Humphrey 
started  the  revolt,  when  the  executive  budget 
was  sent  up,  that  was  the  time  the  President 
should  have  acted.  Humphrey’s  revolt  be¬ 
came  contagious  and  It  is  now  a  revolution 


among  the  great  majority  of  the  Republican 
Members.  President  Elsenhower  said  he  took 
the  responsibility  for  his  budget.  Well,  we 
got  that  out  of  him  anyway.  He  has  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  try  and  stop  cuts  being  made 
that  will  affect  our  national  interests.  He 
will  have  to  do  something  more  than  make 
statements  in  a  press  conference.  He  will 
have  to  go  to  work  and  he  will  have  to  go  to 
work  among  his  own  Republican  Members 
and  Republican  leadership. 

The  President  ought  to  know  that  in  the 
committees  and  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  practically  all  the  members  of  his  own 
party  are  the  ones  who  are  attacking  his 
budget  and  by  their  votes  they  are  showing 
that  they  do  not  believe  his  budget  was 
drawn  un,  and  I  quote  again,  “carefully,  in¬ 
telligently.”  The  President  leads  one  way 
and  his  army  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
goes  the  other  way.  What  a  picture.  And 
who  do  they  think  they  are  fooling?  It  is 
not  my  responsibllltv  to  give  President 
Elsenhower  advice — I,  the  Democratic 
leader — as  to  how  he  should  meet  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

One  thing  is  certain,  when  a  Democrat 
was  President  he  at  least  had  the  majority 
of  his  own  party  supporting  him,  not  by 
words  “I  like  so  and  so,”  but  by  votes. 

Oh  yeah?  Remember  when  at  least 
twice  when  President  Truman  vetoed  a 
bill  the  Democrats,  then  under  their 
present  leaders,  furnished  the  votes  to 
override  President  Truman.  Was  It 
not  just  last  week  when  bv  some  57  ma¬ 
jority  they  refused  to  follow  the  party 
line?  They  have  just  as  many  on  that 
side  who  vote  their  convictions  as  do  we. 

Now,  do  not  the  Republican  Members 
remember  what  they  did  over  on  the 
Democratic  side  when  this  bill  first 
came  before  us?  That  budget,  that  they 
now  cite  the  President  as  saying  was  a 
model,  carefully  and  intelligently  drawn 
up.  Permit  me  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Rooney],  who  is 
at  the  moment  sitting  over  on  our  side, 
and  I  am  glad  to  welcome  him  in  behalf 
of  all  the  membership  on  our  side — does 
the  gentleman  remember  what  the  op¬ 
position  said  to  the  President  about  the 
budget,  to  the  cutting  of  which  they  now 
so  strenuously  object  On  rollcalls  17, 
18,  and  19,  the  majority  leader  [Mr. 
McCormack]  and  the  gentleman  in 
charge  of  the  bill,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  voted  to 
send  it  back  to  the  President.  Three 
times  on  March  12  the  majority  leader 
and  the  gentleman  in  charge  of  this  bill 
[Mr.  Fogarty]  voted  to  send  it  back  to 
the  President,  with  a  request  he  tell  us 
where  to  cut  it.  Did  the  gentlemen  want 
It  cut  or  were  they  just  passing  the  buck? 
And  now  that  it  is  back — do  they  want  it 
cut?  If  they  do  not,  just  why  did  they 
ask  the  President  to  tell  them  where  to 
cut.  Just  how  inconsistent  can  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  on  the  other  side  be? 

It  would  be  a  pleasure  to  have  our 
good  friend  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Rooney]  tell  us  what  is  wrong.  On  the 
28th  they  told  us  the  President  said  the 
administration  had  drawn  up  the  budget 
carefully;  a  fine  budget.  But  it  was  the 
same  budget  they  had  sent  back  to  him 
on  the  12th.  Now  on  April  1 — is  it  be¬ 
cause  it  is  All  Fools’  Day — they  say  that 
any  cuts  which  the  President  said  we 
should  make  if  we  found  it  possible  to 
make  them,  should  be  voted  down?  Do 
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the  Democrats  want  the  budget  cut  or 
don’t  they? 

Is  there  anything  we  can  do — and  if 
there  is,  I  would  like  to  have  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  charge  of  the  bill  [Mr.  Fogarty] 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Rooney]  and  the  majority  leader  [Mr. 
McCormack]  tell  us  what  it  is — just 
where  the  cuts  can  be  made — that  will 
please  them?  That  is,  if  it  will  reelect 
a  Republican  Congress,  or  elect  a  Demo¬ 
crat  Congress  in  1958  and  elect  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  President  in  1960 — just  those 
things. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  You  remember  1947- 
1918,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  You  were  doing  the 
same  kind  of  a  job  then  with  the  same 
kind  of  combination  you  have  here  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  quoted  that  earlier 
in  the  day. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  You  remember  how 
sure  you  were  you  were  going  to  elect  a 
President  in  1948. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  never  was;  some 
were.  I  am  never  sure  of  an  election  un¬ 
til  after  the  votes  are  counted  and  a 
certificate  of  election  is  in  my  hand. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thought  Mr.  Dewey 
was  from  the  State  of  Michigan  and  you 
were  one  of  his  prime  supporters  in  the 
election  of  1948. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  He  was  from  Mich¬ 
igan.  He  was,  I  thought,  the  better  of 
the  nominees,  but  I  never  fell  in  love  with 
him.  My  choice  was  Bricker  and  later 
Bob  Taft.  I  quoted  your  statement 
earlier  today.  Permit  me  to  quote  it 
again — and  to  save  a  few  cents  I  will 
strike  it  from  my  previous  remarks: 

You  remember  the  election  of  1946  when 
the  Republicans  swept  the  country,  elected 
a  Republican  House  and  a  Republican  Sen¬ 
ate.  You  also  remember  that  in  the  cam-' 
paign  in  1916,  they  were  going  up  and  down 
and  across  the  country  promising  the  work¬ 
ing  people  of  our  country,  that  if  they  were 
elected,  the  friends  of  the  workers  and  the 
workers  of  our  country  would  be  fairly 
treated.  Yet  you  must  recall  that  the  first 
thing  you  did  was  to  enact  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act  in  1947.  And  then  when 
this  appropriation  bill  came  before  you, 
you  cut  it  25  percent  in  1947.  We 
Democrats  made  a  pretty  good  record  in 
1947  on  the  floor  of  this  House  in  fighting 
those  amendments.  And  then  in  1948  you 
helped  to  cut  it  another  20  percent  over  1947. 
So,  you  made  a  splendid  record  in  that  80th 
Congress  in  cutting  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Labor.  But,  what  happened 
in  the  election  of  1948?  Because  of  your 
help  in  cutting  these  appropriations  to  such 
an  extent,  especially  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  and  taking  away  the  rights  and  privi¬ 
leges  that  the  Department  extended  to  the 
working  people  of  this  country  by  denying 
them  the  enforcement  of  these  laws,  the 
people  reacted  in  the  fall  of  1948  and  you 
woke  on  the  day  after  election  the  most 
amazed  persons  on  this  earth,  because  no¬ 
body  believed  at  that  time  that  a  Democrat 
could  win  the  Presidency  of  the  United 
States  as  Harry  Truman  did  in  1948. 

I  want  to  congratulate  you  now,  because 
the  same  combination  that  was  working  in 
that  80th  Congress  in  1947  and  1948  is  again 
in  effect  yesterday  and  today  and  tomorrow. 
The  same  leaders  are  leading  the  same  fight, 
and  I  hope  that  you  have  the  same  success 
and  I  hope  and  pray  that  your  success  in 
cutting  these  appropriations  will  guarantee 
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that  a  Democrat  will  be  elected  to  the 
White  House  4  years  from  now. 

The  gentleman  from  Connecticut  said 
that  resulted  in  the  election  of  a  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Congress. 

The  gentleman  said  that,  did  he  not? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  And  the  gentleman 
said  he  hoped  that  our  cutting  of  these 
items  in  the  budget  would  result  in  the 
election  of  a  Democratic  President  next 
time;  am  I  correct? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  So  we  see  there  is 
nothing  political  about  this  Democrat 
opposition  to  any  economy.  If  any 
cuts — even  though  they  told  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  teii  them  where  it  could  be  cut — 
oh,  no. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thought  you  would 
have  more  sense  than  to  go  along  with 
all  these  cuts  and  bring  the  same  result 
on  all  over  again  in  the  next  Presidential 
election.  I  thought  that  you  had  learned 
your  lesson. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  No ;  I  am  still  think¬ 
ing  that  our  people  do  not  want  infla¬ 
tion,  they  do  not  want  additional  bil¬ 
lions  given  for  foreign  aid.  I  stiU  want 
to  protect  and  promote  the  welfare  of 
our  people.  I  am  not  so  much  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  politics  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  the  White  House  as  I  am  about 
the  future  of  our  country,  the  record  of 
the  party  itself,  and  my  own  record.  In 
my  opinion  there  is  not  a  Member  of  the 
House  who  does  not  believe  that  we  can¬ 
not  continue  the  present  rate  of  spend¬ 
ing  without  overburdening  our  tax¬ 
payers. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  are  just  trying  to 
help  your  President.  * 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Help  the  President? 
Will  the  gentleman  pardon  me  if  I  say 
that  that  is  just  as  sincere  as  some  other 
argument? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Or  vice  versa. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  just  quoted  the 
gentleman  as  saying — daily  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  page  4036 — “I  hope 
and  pray  your  success  in  cutting 
these  appropriations  will  guarantee  a 
Democrat  will  be  elected  to  the  White 
House  4  years  from  now”  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  Record  does  not  show  beyond 
any  question  that  the  gentleman  has  said 
that  he  hoped  that  our  cutting  of  the 
budget,  an  end  which  the  people  say 
they  want,  would  result  in  the  election 
of  a  Democratic  Congress  and  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  President,  then  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  English  language. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  say  that.  It 
is  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Surely;  then  the 
first  objective  is  the  election  of  Demo¬ 
crats. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  just  thought  you 
would  have  more  sense  than  to  do  again 
what  you  did  10  years  ago.  I  did  not 
think  you  would  want  to  do  the  same 
thing  all  over  again. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  shall,  if  it  is  the 
right  thing  to  do.  It  is  not  my  pur¬ 
pose  now — it  never  has  been — to  buy  my 
way  into  office  either  by  the  making  of 
promises  which  cannot  be  kept  or  by 
imposing  unconscionable  burdens  upon 
one  group  of  citizens  to  gain  the  votes 
of  a  majority.  Oh,  I  know  that  method 
has  in  some  places  on  occasion  been  suc¬ 


cessful.  In  the  end  if  continued  it  will 
ruin  this  Nation — great  and  rich  as  it  is. 

Tax  and  spend — and  so  elect — the  tax¬ 
ers  and  the  spenders  was  the  political 
philosophy  of  Harry  Hopkins — but  it 
brought  no  permanent  good  to  our  peo¬ 
ple. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  any 
proposal  to  change  the  formulas  under 
which  payments  are  made  under  Public 
Law  874  should  at  least  be  given  the 
courtesy  of  a  hearing  so  that  the  3,400 
school  districts  that  are  affected  by  this 
would  have  notice  of  the  hearing  and 
have  an  opportunity  to  express  them¬ 
selves  as  to  how  this  affects  their  par¬ 
ticular  situation.  It  seems  to  me  that 
is  the  least  courtesy  we  can  pay  to  those 
school  districts.  They  have  read  the 
law  we  passed  right  at  the  close  of  the 
session  last  year.  They  have  gone  ahead 
and  prepared  their  budgets  on  the  basis 
of  that  law.  I  think  we  owe  them  a  fair 
hearing  through  our  normal  legislative 
committee  channels. 

In  one  particular  area  in  California 
W’here  the  Mare  Island  Naval  Yard  is 
located  there  is  the  community  of  Val¬ 
lejo.  There  is  no  other  industry  in  that 
community.  The  primary  source  of  em¬ 
ployment  is  the  Mare  Island  Naval  Yard. 
The  school  district  in  that  community 
receives  funds  under  the  law  which  we 
passed  last  year.  There  are  about  10,500 
people  working  at  the  naval  yard,  and 
many  of  them  w'ould  be  eliminated  from 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  under  the 
amendment  that  has  now  been  offered. 

Instead  of  our  suddenly  making  a 
major,  fundamental  modification  in  the 
basic  computation  that  we  use  in  our 
whole  formula  under  Public  Law  874,  and 
doing  it  in  5  minutes,  it  certainly  seems 
to  me  we  should  give  this  problem  the 
same  study  and  the  same  consideration 
we  gave  when  we  passed  Public  Law  874 
originally  and  that  we  have  given  to 
every  amendment  to  it.  Certainly  that 
is  the  fair  and  proper  thing  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  school  districts. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  wall  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  May  I  inform  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  that  my  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  at  least  three  amendments  to 
Public  Law  874  pending  now.  As  soon 
as  I  have  disposed  of  the  matters  pres¬ 
ently  undertaken  by  the  committee  I 
will  open  hearings  on  the  amendments 
to  Public  Law  874.  If  there  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  to  modify  and  correct  this, 
let  me  assure  the  author  of  the  proposal 
and  the  entire  membership  of  this  House 
that  it  wiil  have  the  same  careful  con¬ 
sideration  the  original  Public  Law  874 
had  in  1950.  That  will  mean  that  there 
will  be  no  bugs  in  it. 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  UTT.  The  phrase  in  the  amend¬ 
ment,  “or  pays  taxes  for  school  purposes,” 
would  cut  California  out  of  every  nickel 
of  this  appropriation,  because  everybody 
in  California  pays  sales  taxes  for  school 


purposes.  That  phrase  would  cut  Cali¬ 
fornia  out  of  every  nickel  because  we 
have  a  sales  tax  for  school  purposes. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  emphasize  the  point  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  has  just  made,  that 
every  district  in  the  State  of  California 
under  this  amendment  would  be  barred 
from  getting  a  dime,  because  the  State 
of  California  has  a  sales  tax  that  applies 
directly  to  school  purposes.  Therefore, 
everybody  under  this  amendment  would 
be  barred,  and  not  a  single  district  in 
California  would  get  a  cent  from  this 
appropriation.  That  just  proves  that 
anything  affecting  a  fundamental  for¬ 
mula  in  the  detail  that  this  amendment 
does  should  not  be  handled  in  5  minutes 
on  the  House  floor,  it  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  legislative  committee  in 
the  usual  way. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  congratulate  the 
gentleman  on  his  statement  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  and  associate  myself  with  him  on  it. 
Not  only  would  this  act  be  scuttled  inso¬ 
far  as  the  expenses  of  the  children  in  the 
impacted  areas  are  concerned  but,  with 
all  due  respect  to  the  author  of  the 
amendment,  the  amendment  is  iliogical 
in  itself.  A  Government  employee  comes 
in  and  buys  a  house  in  an  impacted  area 
and  his  children  are  covered,  but  if  he 
rents  a  house  his  children  are  counted 
out  immediately. 

Something  like  that  just  is  not  logical. 
As  the  gentleman  pointed  out,  you 
simply  cannot  legislate  on  an  important 
and  technical  matter  such  as  this  in  a 
few  minutes  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  during  debate  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  clear 
up  the  points  raised  by  the  gentleman 
from  California.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
may  have  misinterpreted  this  amend¬ 
ment,  or  perhaps  I  have.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  amendment — and  I  would  be 
glad  to  be  corrected  by  the  author — it 
would  only  eliminate  from  considera¬ 
tion,  in  counting  the  number  of  pupils 
involved,  those  w'hose  parents  had  been 
there  over  5  years  holding  a  Federal  job 
of  some  kind.  It  w'ould  not  have  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  eliminating,  as  was  suggested 
here,  all  of  the  children  in  California 
because  they  have  a  sales  tax.  As  I  read 
the  amendment,  or  rather  as  I  listened 
to  it  being  read,  it  does  not  have  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  tax  method  of  the 
particular  State  or  municipality  in¬ 
volved.  But  I  w'ould  like  to  have  the 
author  of  the  amendment  clear  that  up 
for  me,  if  I  am  mistaken  about  it. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  children  involved 
are  children  of  parents  who  have  lived 
in  the  district  5  years  or  more.  They 
would  not  be  eligible  for  counting  to- 
w'ard  this  gratuity. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  As  I  read 
the  amendment,  it  says  that  for  a  period 
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of  5  years  the  parent  may  be  employed 
and  may  pay  a  school  tax  on  real  estate 
or  he  may  rent  property  on  which  a  real- 
estate  tax  is  paid  for  school  purposes. 
Is  it  limited  to  real-estate  taxes  alone? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  does  not  say  real 
estate  taxes  alone. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  May  I 
propound  this  question.  The  State  of 
Colorado  has  an  income  tax,  a  certain 
percentage  of  which  is  devoted  to  school 
purposes.  Would  the  fact  that  any 
employee  of  the  Federal  Government 
had  paid  income  taxes  for  a  period  of 
five  years  make  his  children  ineligible 
to  be  counted  to  receive  this  money 
under  Public  Law  874?  I  wonder 
whether  or  not  an  individual  in  the  State 
of  Colorado  who  would  pay  an  income 
tax  which  is  partly  used  for  school  pur¬ 
poses  and  if  they  should  pay  that  tax 
for  a  period  of  five  years,  would  it  then 
make  the  children  of  the  income  tax¬ 
payer  ineligible  to  be  counted  to  receive 
money  under  Public  Law  874? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  not  an  expert 
and  I  rose  for  information  myself.  I 
would  like  to  refer  that  question  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  It  would  probably  make 
them  ineligible.  Yes.  But,  maybe  they 
should  be  made  ineligible.  It  looks  to 
me  as  if  they  should. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Let  us  go 
one  step  further.  As  the  gentleman 
from  California  pointed  out  about  the 
employees  at  a  naval  base  in  an  im¬ 
pacted  area,  would  the  fact  that  they 
may  have  worked  there  for  five  years 
then  make  their  children  ineligible  to 
be  counted  although  they  have  contri¬ 
buted  to  the  impact  area. 

Mr.  TABER.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  if  they  lived  on  government 
grounds? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  No,  if 
they  live  on'  government  grounds  you 
have  one  formula,  but  if  they  live  out¬ 
side  of  government  grounds  or  if  they 
are  employed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  meet  certain  requirements, 
they  are  eligible.  In  my  own  district, 
we  absorb  3  percent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

In  my  own  district  we  already  absorb 
3  percent,  and  that  is  the  highest 
amount  that  can  be  absorbed  under  the 
setup,  and  yet  we  are  eligible.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  owns  in  excess  of  $25 
million  worth  of  property  in  the  district 
alone.  Surrounding  my  district,  I’epre- 
sented  by  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Hill],  there  is  a  terrifically  im¬ 
pacted  area  that  will  apply  to  this  for¬ 
mula.  The  chances  are  9  out  of  10  it 
will  ruin  some  of  those  school  districts. 
A.S  I  read  the  amendment — and  I  have 
read  it  twice,  so  that  at  least  I  have 
some  conception  of  what  the  gentleman 
is  trying  to  do  by  the  amendment — he 
says  that  for  a  period  of  5  years  any  per¬ 
son  employed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  who  may  have  children  who  were 
eligible  to  receive  a  part'  of  this  money, 
should  no  longer  receive  it  if,  first,  he  has 


paid  taxes  on  real  estate,  and  second,  he 
has  paid  rent  to  a  real  estate  owner  who, 
in  turn,  has  paid  taxes,  then  that  indi¬ 
vidual  should  not  be  counted  in  the  cen¬ 
sus  in  determining  the  amount  of  money 
that  that  particular  §chool  district  would 
have.  Then  the  additional  question 
might  arise,  if  you  are  going  to  limit  it 
to  taxes  that  have  been  paid  for  the  use 
of  a  school  district,  then  you  have  a  lot 
of  sales  taxes  and  you  have  income 
taxes  and  you  have  many  other 
taxes  paid  by  the  parent  that  would 
make  the  district  ineligible.  As  hereto¬ 
fore  pointed  out,  this  is  a  complicated 
formula.  It  requires  the  secretary  of  a 
schcol  district  to  make  this  ascertain¬ 
ment.  How  can  they  go  about  doing  it? 
First,  they  would  have  to  ascertain,  does 
the  individual  own  a  piece  of  property, 
and,  second,  has  he  paid  taxes  on  the 
same  for  the  last  5  years,  and,  third,  if 
he  is  a  renter,  then  you  must  ascertain 
whether  or  not  the  person  from  whom 
he  rented  has  paid  taxes  on  that  prop¬ 
erty.  It  puts  an  indeterminable  burden 
on  the  school  district  and  those  who  are 
trying  to  operate  the  schools  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  facts,  that  would  take  them 
longer  than  is  necessary  for  the  district 
to  receive  the  money. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  some  merit  in  his  argument  I 
was  not  aware  of  the  last  part  of  this 
amendment  when  I  rose  to  ask  a  question 
a,bout  the  payment  of  taxes.  I  had  un¬ 
derstood  that  the  amendment  was  lim¬ 
ited  to  the  elimination  of  those  children 
whose  parents  had  been  living  in  the 
district  for  5  years,  regardless  of  what 
taxes  were  paid  there.  I  propose  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment  at  the 
proper  time  to  strike  out  this  part  about 
taxes.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  sound  to 
limit  it  to  the  elimination  of  children 
whose  parents  had  been  living  there  for 
a  period  of  5  years. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  In  other 
words,  as  I  understand,  you  are  hopeful 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  would  recognize  the  impossibility 
of  adequately  carrying  out  Pdblic  Law 
874,  and  you  would  then  amend  it  to  say 
that  if  an  individual  who  is  the  parent 
cf  children  in  question  who  are  counted 
to  detennine  the  amount  that  would  be 
received,  if  that  parent  lived  in  the  dis¬ 
trict  for  a  period  of  at  least  5  years,  then 
that  child  should  not  be  counted  in  the 
census.  Is  that  what  you  had  in  mind? 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  what  I  had  in 
mind. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Rogers! 
has  expired. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Chairman - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
rise? 

'  Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
after  listening  to  two  lawyers,  pretty 
smart  ones,  too,  I  think,  talk  about  this 
bill,  I  rose  only  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendment  be  read  again 
so  that  some  of  the  rest  of  us  might  form 
some  opinion  of  it? 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  oflfered  by  Mr.  Taber:  Page  18, 
line  10,  after  the  period  insert  the  following: 
"Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein 
in  this  paragraph  appropriated  shall  be  paid 
to  any  school  district  on  account  of  children 
whose  parents  have  heretofore  for  5  years  or 
more  lived  in  the  district  and  paid  taxes  for 
school  purposes  or  who  pay  rent  to  taxpayers 
for  real  property  where  they  reside  in  such 
school  district.” 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Keating  as  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  oflfered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  Mr.  Taber:  Strike 
out  all  the  words  after  the  words  "lived  in 
the  district.” 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  want  to  prolong  this  debate. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
eliminate  from  consideration  such  a 
situation  as  has  been  referred  to  by  vari¬ 
ous  gentlemen  -from  California  and 
others  and  to  confine  this  strictly  to 
those  cases  where  the  parents  have  lived 
in  the  so-called  impacted  areas  more 
than  5  years.  Certainly  it  seems  to  me 
when  we  enacted  this  law  we  never  in¬ 
tended  that  the  children  of  Members  cf 
Congress  in  these  adjoining  districts 
should  be  counted  in  the  impact  which 
is  made  on  that  district  for  school  pur¬ 
poses. 

It  is  a  sim.ple  amendment.  I  hope  it 
will  clear  up  some  of  the  doubt  expressed 
by  a  number  of  Members. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Do  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  under  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  if  an  employee  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  lived  in  the  im¬ 
pacted  area  for  5  years  his  children 
should  not  be  counted  in  the  census  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  area 
should  receive  money  under  Public  Law 
874? 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  the  purpose. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  makes  residence  the  only  require¬ 
ment.  His  amendment  does  not  require 
that  the  parent  pay  taxes  or  that  he  pay 
rent  to  a  real  estate  owner  who  in  turn 
pays  taxes  as  contemplated  by  the  gezo- 
tleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  KEATING.  No;  it  does  not  cover 
the  taxation  question  at  all;  it  is  based 
upon  living  in  the  district. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Is  it  con¬ 
secutive  or  cumulative? 

Mr.  KEATING.  It  is  for  a  period  of  5 
or  more  years. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Suppose  a 
family  lived  there  3  years,  moved  away, 
and  after  a  lapse  of  time  returned;  would 
be  have  to  live  there  2  years  or  5  years  to 
fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  KEATING.  In  my  Judgment  it 
would  be  5  years  of  total  residence  in  the 
district. 
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Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Tlien  the 
gentleman’s  answer  is  that  2  years  after 
their  return  they  would  be  ineligible  to 
be  counted;  is  that  righ6? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  would  so  interpret 
the  amendment ;  it  is  worded  in  that  way. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  One  other 
question :  Does  the  gentleman  mean  1  or 
2  parents  of  the  children? 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  amendment  is 
worded  in  the  plural,  “parents.” 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Then  both 
parents  would  have  to  live  in  the  district? 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  ask  the  Clerk  to  read  the 
amendment  as  it  would  be  amended  with 
the  gentleman’s  wording. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  have  it  right  in  front 
of  me.  Mr.  Taber’s  would  read,  as 
amended : 

None  of  the  funds  herein  In  this  paragraph 
appropriated  shall  be  paid  to  any  school  dis¬ 
trict  on  account  of  children  whose  parents 
have  for  5  or  more  years  heretofore  lived  In 
the  district.  • 

Mr.  KOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  requisite  number 
of  words  and  I  aSk  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment,  as  amended,  be 
now  read  to  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN. '  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  18,  line  10,  after  the  period  insert; 
"Provided.  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  in 
this  paragraph  appropriated  shall  be  paid 
to  any  school  district  on  account  of  children 
whose  parents  have  heretofore  for  5  years 
or  more  lived  in  the  district.” 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  Is 
that  the  total  amendment  as  now 
amended? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  As  amended. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
was  going  to  try  to  get  from  the  sponsor 
of  the  amendment  an  answer  in  response 
to  the  question  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado.  He  said  he  would  interpret 
it  to  mean  both  parents  would  have  to 
be  there,  presumably  consecutively.  We 
sometimes  are  faced  with  the  problem 
with  servicemen  that  move  into  an  im¬ 
pacted  area,  a  husband,  wife,  and  one 
child,  we  will  say,  they  are  there  for  3 
years,  then  the  man  is  ordered  overseas 
for  2  years.  I  presume  that  would  sus¬ 
pend  the  running  of  the  gentleman’s 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  would  not  inter¬ 
pret  it  that  way.  I  would  interpret  the 
amendment  to  mean  that  if  at  any  time, 
regardless  of  the  period  of  time  hereto¬ 
fore  the  parents  had  lived  in  that  dis¬ 
trict,  they  would  come  under  this  ban. 
It  would  not  necessarily  mean  a  consecu¬ 
tive  5  years.  They  could  have  lived 
there  20  years  ago  for  5  years,  then 
moved  back  into  the  district  and  have 
gone  to  work  in  a  defense  plant. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  The-- 
gentleman  said  it  would  not  mean  con¬ 
secutive.  A  good  analogy  would  be  the 
act  of  acquisition  of  property  by  adverse 
possession. 


Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Committee  has  an  example  before  it  of 
an  attempt  to  legislate  on  an  appropri¬ 
ation  bill,  even  though  it  comes  within 
the  provision  of  limitation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  Some  of  the  possibilities 
that  have  been  brought  up  in  regard  to 
these  amendments  and  amendments  as 
amended  indicate  the  lack  of  wisdom  in 
proceeding  along  this  course.  I  think 
the  illustration  is  apparent  enough  to 
the  House  that  no  further  debate  is 
needed  that  the  amendment  should  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentieman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Is  it  not  true,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  that  if  there  are  two  school  dis¬ 
tricts  adjoining  a  base,  the  people  would 
move  from  one  to  the  other.  If  they 
lived  in  one  district  for  a  time,  they  would 
move  over  to  the  other.  It  proves  very 
clearly  what  the  gentleman  has  been 
pointing  out  that  this  is  no  place  to 
legislate  on  a  basic  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  On  a  very  compli¬ 
cated  bill  that  needs  the  attention  of  the 
legislative  committee  in  order  that  all  of 
these  probabilities  and  possibilities 
might  be  explored  and  in  order  that  the 
House  might  be  able  to  work  its  will.  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  a  vote  in  favor  of  this  amendment 
would  be  the  endorsement  of  a  provision 
which  is  ambiguous  and  which  is  not 
-clear  to  the  House  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  would 
like  to  direct  a  question  to  the  author  of 
the  amendment.  Will  this  amendment 
apply  to  children  whose  parents  live  in 
Public  Housing  Administration  projects, 
old  Lanham  Act  projects  within  a  school 
district  which  are  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  for  which  no  taxes  are  paid? 
In  the  city  of  Alameda  we  are  still  using 
some  of  these  old  Lanham  Act  projects 
for  this  type  of  housing,  where  the  people 
are  already  living  in  houses  owned  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  pay  no  local 
taxes  to  the  local  communities.  Will 
they  be  exempted,  or  will  you  accept  an 
amendment  exempting  those  people  from 
being  counted  in  this? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  gentleman 
points  out  another  possibility.  I  think 
the  amendment  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  do  now  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  pifered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Taber. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


JF  ATTEMPTING  TO  COMPLY  WITH 
\  THE  CONSTITUTION  AND  CONTIN- 
VuiNG  TO  GUARANTEE  TRIAL  BY 

aURY  IS  “HAM,”-I  AM  FOR  MORE 

OF  IT 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
perrnission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remaps.) 

Mr.^RAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Fri¬ 
day,  I>rew  Pearson’s  column  carried  a 
story  about  a  “hamstringing”  amend¬ 
ment,  as  he  calls  it,  to  the  civil  rights 
bill  thatXwas  defeated  in  the  Judiciary 
Committte  of  the  House  of  which  I  am 
a  membeA  by  a  vote  of  15  to  17 — so  he 
says — but  \he  purposely  does  not  state 
what  the  amendment  was.  It  was  an 
amendment^ to  guarantee  trial  by  jury 
under  title  18,  civil  rights  statutes  now  in 
existence  ana  those  proposed  by  this  bill. 

The  amendment,  which  I  would  like 
to  read,  provides  for  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  and  says: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  of  the  ruleaof  procedure  of  the  United 
States  district  courts,  in  all  cases  of  con¬ 
tempt  arising  in  any  proceeding  under  this 
act,  the  accused  snail  enjoy  the  right  to  a 
speedy  and  public  tmal  by  an  impartial  jury 
of  the  State  and  district  wherein  the  con¬ 
tempt  shall  have  beek  committed. 

This  section  shall  n'pt  apply  to  contempts 
committed  in  the  prestoce  of  the  court  or  so 
near  thereto  as  to  interfere  directly  with  the 
administration  of  justlee. 

Under  title  18  of  the  United  States 
Code,  persons  are  entitled  to  a  jury  trial 
;  when  tried  in  criminal,  contempt  cases 
:  except  where  the  Unioed  States  is  a 
I  party  to  the  action.  It  the  admitted 
I  purpose  of  the  bill  voted  by  the  *com- 
I  mittee  to  provide  that  the  Attorney  Gen- 
i  eral  shall  bring  actions  a^inst  individ- 
j  uals  in  the  name  of  the  United  States— 
1  and  under  title  18  procedures — people 
would  be  denied  the  right  of  m-ial  by  jury. 
The  amendment,  which  I  \supported, 
would  have  retained  the  rightUif  trial  by 
jury  which  is  a  basic  right  three  times 
spelled  out  in  the  Constitution.  !  It  would 
have  provided  for  the  same  procedure  of 
trial  by  jury  guaranteed  everyone  on 
matters  criminal  in  nature,  wh^her  by 
contempt  or  other  judicial  process. 

Congress  has  recognized  in  tha  past, 
and  has  provided  as  with  labor  l^isla- 
tion,  the  Norris-LaGuardia  Act  as  an  ex¬ 
ample,  that  even  though  the  uirited 
States  was  a  party  to  an  action,  theWe- 
fendant  in  any  given  labor  dispute  would 
be  guaranteed  his  constitutional  and  bas¬ 
ic  right  of  trial  by  jury.  Thus,  Congr^s 
showed  in  tins  instar^ce,  where  labor  w^ 
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inVWved,  a  clear  grasp  of  the  results  of 
pro^^ing  for  contempt  proceedings  and, 
in  re^^nizing  that  without  a  specific 
pi'ovisimi  providing  for  trial  by  jury 
where  thXxTnited  States  is  a  party  such 
a  trial  would  be  denied  the  accused,  has 
made  specifiXprovision  for  trial  by  jury. 
Can  it  be  saiXihat  Congress  would  not 
be  equally  vigiramt  and  jealous  of  this 
basic  right  in  th^jnstant  at  hand  than 
where  labor  was  ihyolved?  Should  we 
deny  to  municipal  \nd  State  officials, 
school  ofiicials,  public\ervants  the  basic 
right  we  have  taken  cognizance  of  in  la¬ 
bor  legislation? 

I  believe  it  essential  th^t.  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  of  the 
House,  as  a  Member  of  Congr^who  has 
sworn  to  uphold  the  ConstitutioXand  the 
laws  of  the  land,  I  continue  to  fikht  for 
this  basic  right  of  trial  by  jury  ^d  I 
intend  to  do  so.  And  if,  as  it  has  been 
suggested,  this  is  “ham,”  then  I’m  rnr 
more  of  it. 

CAN  WE  IN  AMERICA  AFPCRD  NOT 

TO  SPEND  THIS  MUCH  MONEY? 

(Mr.  SHELLEY,  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Fogarty,  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  listening  to  this  debate  over  the  last 
3  days  with  a  great  deal  of  interest  be¬ 
cause  of  my  personal  knowledge  during 
the  years  I  served  the  labor  movement 
in  California  of  the  many  worthwhile  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
in  later  years  the  programs  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Welfare.  It  has  been  going 
through  my  mind  that  in  analizing  this 
bill  as  reported  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  we  should  all  consider  just 
what  we  are  getting  for  the  taxpayers 
dollar  and  what  we  might  lose  should 
some  of  the  amendments  as  offered  be 
finally  passed  by  the  House.  First  of 
all,  let  me  pay  my  respects  and  offer  my 
commendation  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and  re¬ 
spected  Representative  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Fogarty.]  This  subcommit¬ 
tee  has  labored  long  hours  over  this 
measure,  as  we  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee  know  so  well,  and  they  have 
brought  forth  a  measure  designed  to  per-/' 
form  the  services  obligated  to  the  Der- 
partment  by  action  of  this  body  anja  I 
am  sure  we  all  realize  here  today  th^im- 
mense  amount  of  humanitarian  s^’vices 
contained  in  the  responsibility  pi  these 
departments. 

Now,  as  to  the  benefits  of  ffiis  particu¬ 
lar  operation  of  our  Govermnent.  And 
during  this  review,  I  befieve  we  should 
all  think  to  ourselves  “Qan  we  in  Amer¬ 
ica  afford  not  to  ^end  this  much 
money?”  / 

First,  there  is  ^e  matter  of  public 
assistance  grants-ao  the  States  distrib¬ 
uted  by  the  So^l  Security  Administra¬ 
tion.  This  a^unts  to  $1,700,000,000. 

There  is  inahis  budget  about  $550  mil¬ 
lion  for  Public  Health  Service  or 
about  $3/for  .every  man,  woman,  and 
child  ipr  the  United  States.  This  has 
built  ^ousands  of  hospitals,  conducted 
medjrcal  research,  has  provided  grants 
to  States  to  fight  tuberculosis  and  vene¬ 


real  diseases  and  communicable  diseases, 
and  has  worked  on  health  problems  of 
the  American  Indian. 

Let  us  no  forget  in  particular  the  great 
work  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
is  doing  in  the  fields  of  cancer  and  heart 
research.  Federal  money  has'  helped 
support  the  work  which  led  to  the  dis¬ 
covery  of  the  Salk  vaccine.  Today,  we 
know  much  more  about  heart  diseases, 
more  about  mental  health,  more  about 
cancer  and  its  terrifying  ramifications. 

I  personally  know  of  some  of  the  great 
work  being  done  in  research  on  heart 
disease.  I  pray  that  some  of  the  budget- 
. cutters  at  work  these  days  with  their 
nibbling  away  at  this  particular  measure 
will  never  be  struck  by  crippling  and  dis¬ 
abling  diseases  that  maybe  some  few  dol¬ 
lars  for  added  research  might  help  in 
changing  the  pattern  of  these  diseases 
as  the  discovery  of  Salk  vaccine  has 
done  to  polio. 

The  rest  of  the  programs  of  spending 
.tax  dollars  under  the  labor  and  welfare 
dget  are:  Apprenticeship  and  training 
programs,  study  of  problems  affecting 
th^ged,  grants  for  school  construction, 
vocational  rehabilitation,  the  school- 
lunch  program  for  12  million  children./ 
and  maWrnal  and  child  health  services 
and  aid  tb  crippled  children.  Sure,  all 
of  these  p^rams  cost  money  bu^'just 
what  is  thisNamount  in  the  whole  pic¬ 
ture.  It  is  sXjercent  of  the  tp£al  na¬ 
tional  budget  and  just  1  percent  of  our 
national  income.\To  me  thigis  a  small 
price  to  pay  for  a  nappy,  contented,  and 
healthy  American  nation,./ 

Of  course  a  lot  of\^  are  disturbed 
about  the  size  of  this  bu^  budget.  But, 
let’s  not  forget  our  Tespbi^ibilities  are 
huge  today  and  also  our  cXiabilities  are 
huge  in  this  great/and  active\conomy  of 
ours.  For  just  a-’minute  let  uXjust  take 
a  look  at  what  makes  up  oui\budget, 
as  I  know  yoia  all  are  so  well  awa^: 

/  S^lion 

National  defense  (Includes  atomic 

energ^ -  $4l\3 

Mutual,/security  (military  and  eco- 

Int^st  on  debt _  7.  4 

■yprerans’  benefits _  5.  0 

^riculture _  5.  0 

/Labor  and  welfare _  3.  5 

Commerce  and  bousing _  1.  8 

Natural  resources _  1.  5 

General  government _ 1.  5 

So  what  does  this  list  of  figures  mean? 
It  means  that  65  cents  of  every  tax  dollar 
is  going  to  build  up  our  own  defenses  and 
those  of  our  allies  in  order  to  deter  in¬ 
ternational  communism.  I  for  one  have 
been  thinking  long  and  hard  just  where 
we  are  to  cut  this  budget  for  1958  that 
the  President  tells  us  we  must  cut,  but 
doesn’t  tell  us  where  to  cut.  'The  budget 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  says 
could  bring  such  a  depression  that  it 
would  “curl  your  hair.”  Well,  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Secretary,  there  are 
many  soft  spots  right  now  in  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  our  land :  Just  recently.  General 
Motors  annoimced  that  they  have  or¬ 
dered  an  indefinite  suspension  of  their 
program  to  build  a  mammoth  new  as¬ 
sembly  plant  hiring  more  than  4,000  peo¬ 
ple  down  in  Sunnyvale,  south  of  San 
h  rancisco. 


Yes,  Indeed,  Mr.  Speaker;  we  may  be 
unhappily  surprised  at  the  end  of  this 
fiscal  year  when  the  revenue  is  stacked y 
against  the  outgo.  But  the  importar 
question  here  in  my  mind  remaiy 
Where  can  we  cut  this  budget? 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  Congresplnust 
take  a  long  look  into  the  expendi^-es  for 
our  national  defense  and  tho^ moneys 
that  are  being  asked  to  suppoi^ programs 
of  mutual  security  and  foreign  aid.  Let 
us  stop  now  giving  and  ^proving  pro¬ 
grams  for  these  neutralvrt  nations  that 
have  been  playing  footsi'e  with  the  Com¬ 
munist  bloc  for  so  loi^  This  to  me  does 
not  look  like  an  inve^ment  likely  to  pay 
off  in  big  dividends,  but  maybe  in  big 
bombs.  We  are  a'Sked  to  aid  King  Baud, 
Tito,  Gomulka„'fnaybe  even  Nasser,  and 
more  to  Nehru.  Lord  knows  where  this 
money  is  goifig  and  how  it  is  being  used 
by  our  generosity  and  humanitarian  ac¬ 
tions  in  offering  aid  to  these  particular 
foreign /"countries.  And  in  the  field  of 
national  defense  we  are  met  by  cries  of 
“national  security,  classified  and  not  for 
public  information.”  I  cannot  here  pass 
expert  judgment  on  the  budget  for  the 
Defense  Department,  and  its  proper  use 
of  the  Military  Establishment.  But  cer¬ 
tainly  we  stack  5  percent  up  against  65 
percent,  is  it  any  wonder  that,  as  some 
of  us  feel,  we  are  being  foolish  in  chip¬ 
ping  away  in  amounts  of  30  and  20  thou¬ 
sand  dollars? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  also  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  CoLMER]  on  his  remarks  regarding 
adequate  staff  assistance  for  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee. 

The  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  are  served  today  by  very  able 
and  devoted  assistants,  but  how  can 
these  few  staff  people  compete  in  analy¬ 
sis  and  information  gathering  against 
the  gargantuan  staff  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  numbering  some  400  people. 
It  has  long  been  my  hope  that  we  could 
create  in  this  House  an  expanded  staff  of 
professional  investigators  working  on  a 
year-round  basis  constantly  available 
^or  special  assignment  and  direction  by 
■  le  committee  to  go  into  the  multitude  of 
fi§<5al  problems  and  operations  of  the 
departments  downtown.  Only  in  this 
way  Xjll  the  House  receive  complete  and 
adequ^e  information  from  sources  re¬ 
porting^  the  House  and  not  to  the 
executiveNbranch. 

My  remX^s,  Mr.  Speaker,  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  point  up  some  of  the  vast 
amounts  of  i^sibilities  we  are  faced 
with  in  trying  tpstrim  this  massive  budg¬ 
et  presented  to  u^or  1958.  Let  us  face 
up  to  the  fact  thatSthe  services  the  de¬ 
partments  we  are  apin-opriating  for  to¬ 
day  offer  to  the  AmeriKan  taxpayer  real 
benefits  and  that  reductW  of  the  budget 
will  only  occur  through  reducing  those 
items  of  such  amounts  thaKreally  make 
up  this  budget — the  milita:^  and  for¬ 
eign-aid  items.  And  in  closwg,  do  not 
let  us  forget  that  many  of  thoseSvho  are 
screaming  the  loudest  for  cuts  haX^^been 
those  who  have  furthered  the  high-ujter- 
est  policies  of  this  Government  wSch 
have  added  almost  a  half  billion  dolla 
to  the  interest  costs  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  r^orted  marketing  facilities  loan  bill.  Rep.  Goad 
urged  USDA  to  increase  corn  pric^v  supports.  Hous^ debated  Labor-HEW  appropriation 
bill.  Reps.  Cramer  and  Mathews  introduced  and  R/dp.  Cramer  discussed  bill  to 
eliminate  green  peanuts  from  marketing  quotas./^ President  approved  durum  wheat  bill. 


Cl 
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1.  MARKETING  FACILITIES.  The  Agriculture  Committee  re^rted  with  amendment  H.R, 

4504,  to  encourage  the  imp^vement  and  development  (^  marketing  facilities  for 
handling  perishable  agrifiiultural  commodities  (H,  ReptX292).  p.  4461 

2.  CORN.  Rep.  Coad  urged/higher  price  supports  for  corn,  and'criticized  this 

Department  for  not  ^plying  to  the  petition  he  sent  to  the  Secretary  calling  for 
1957  corn  price  supports  at  $1.60  per  bushel,  pp.  4458-59  


3. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation 
bill  for  1958  (pp.  4427-57).  Rep,  Gavin  expressed  the  hope  that  the  USDA 
appropriation  bill  will  be  screened  as  closely  for  reductions  when  it  comes 
before  the  House  as  has  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  (pp.  4434-35) . 


4.  GOVERNP  St.  Rep.  Hiestand  spoke  in  favor  of  legislation  to  curb  the  cent 
tion  jt  power  in  the  Federal  Government  at  the  expense  of  the  States,  p 


PEBifiONNEL;  CLAIMS.  Received  from  GSA  a  proposed  bill  to  provide  for  the 

suits  against  Federal  employees  arising  out  of  their  operation  of  motor 
'^vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment;  to  Judiciary  Committee,  p.  4461 
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6.  ^SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  a  report  on  Bastr 
Fayette  Soil  Conservation  District,  Tex.,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  A< 
p\4461 

TRADE.  Received  a  Nevada  Legislature  memorial  urging  that  the  1 
Agreements  Act  be  permitted  to  expire  on  June  30,  1953 „  p.  446 


7.  FOREIC 
Trade 


8.  LOAl'JS.  The  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  voted  11  to  6  not  to  repor  il'.R.  6359 

and  6360,  \o  authorize  the  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs  to  sscribe  a 
rate  of  interest  on  guaranteed,  insured,  and  direct  loans  of  not y  re  than 
5  percent  peXannum.  p.  D278 

\  SENATE 

9.  CORN.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  (A^.  1)  without  amend¬ 

ment  S.  1771,  by  SeiK  Humphrey,  to  provide  for  a  1957  coy'n-base  acreage  of 
51  million  acres  (S.  Rept.  198).  p.  4304 

10.  LAI'JDS.  The  Interior  and 'Insular  Affairs  Committee  or^red  favorably  reported 
with  amendment  S.  J.  Res.\l2,  providing  for  transf^  of  right  of  way  for 
Yellowtail  dam  and  reservoir,  Hardin  unit,  Missour-i  River  Basin  project,  and  V 
payment  to  the  Crow  Indian  t\ibe  in  connection  therewith,  p.  D276 

11.  WOOL  FUTURES.  This  office  has  ^fev7  copies  (fc^  reference  and  lending  purposes) 
of  a  staff  study,  issued  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
(as  a  "committee  print  ')  on  the  wool  and  wmI  top  futures  market.  The  report 
provides  inforaation  on  several  assets  off  the  futures  market,  with  particular 
reference  to  volume  of  trading,  speculat^e  and  hedging  commitments,  prices, 
and  other  factors  pertinent  to  tradingv^ctivity. 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

12.  RECLAMATION,  Rep.  Gavin  inserted  a' speech  l^Col.  Sprague  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  on  the  Allegheny  Riv^  Reservoir  ^oject.  pp.  A2635-8 


13. 


14. 


15. 


BUDGET.  Rep.  Roosevelt  commented  "I. want  to  emphasize  that  there  are  many 
ways  to  combat  inflation--a  /dut  in  Government  spading  is  only  one  approach 
and  often  not  the  wisest  one,''  and  inserted  a  lett^  from  the  Western 
division  of  the  National  ^stal  Transport  Ass'n,  ur^ng  restoration  of  the 
budget  cuts  made  in  postal  operations.  pp.  A2641-2 

POULTRY.  Rep,  Sullivan'  stated  "many  of  us  in  the  House  Representatives  feel 
that  a  mandatory  poi^try  inspection  law  will  not  adequateW  protect  consumers 
and  poultry  worker^ unless  it  provides  for  some  form  of  maMatory  ante 
mortem  or  before-^aughtering  inspection,"  commented  that  t^hnical  personnel 
of  the  Departmei^  testified  differently  concerning  this  inspe^ion  than 
political  appointees,  and  inserted  a  news  story  on  the  House  hirings  on 
poultry  inspection  bills,  pp.  A2643-4 

SURPLUS  FOOD.  Rep.  Breeding  inserted  an  editorial  alleging  that  fo^  surpluses 
were  bournd  to  disappear  with  the  continual  reduction  in  farm  acreage\for 
factories,  homes,  and  other  improvements,  pp.  A2644-5 


16.  FARM  P^GRAM.  Rep.  Goad  inserted  an  editorial  stating  '  It  is  hard  to  imagine 
the>ill-will  that  this  man  Benson  has  against  him  in  this  area,"  and  urgi 
ttyit  the  facts  of  the  farm  problem  be  presented  to  the  city  people  and  the 
legislatures,  p.  A2649 
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^his  course  further,  the  status  of  the 
2d  Nations  will  be  irreparably  dam- 
The  time  has  come  for  us  to  act. 


ALL  OP  THE  HOUSE 
Mr.  GR^SS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  or^r  that  a  quorum  is  hot  pres¬ 
ent. 

The  SPEIAICER.  Evidently  no  quorum 
is  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the^ouse. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  me  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names; 

[Roll  No.  \5] 

Durham  \  Lipscomb 
Eberharter  \Magnuson 
Evins  Vorrell 

Frellnghuysen 
Gray 

Green,  Penn. 

Gregory 
*  Holtzman 
LeCompte 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rolled^  107 
Members  have  answered  to  their  ns  es, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pr 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispense! 
with. 


Anderson, 
Mont. 
Aspinall 
Barrett 
Bowler 
Collier 
Davis,  Tenn 
Dies 
Diggs 


Tenn. 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL- 

PARE,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  POGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Departments  of 
Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further, 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with 
Mr.  PoRAND  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had 
read  down  to  and  including  line  10  on 
page  18.  If  there  are  no  amendments, 
the  Clerk  will  read. 

Mr.  POGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  members  of  the 
Committee  an  article  that  appeared  in 
one  of  the  newspapers  written  by  the 
well-known  columnist,  Mr.  Walter  Lipp- 
mann,  in  regard  to  the  President’s 
budget. 


As  you  know,  we  have  been  trying  to 
keep  the  record  straight.  We  reminded 
the  Committee  last  Wednesday  of  what 
the  President  had  to  say  in  his  press  con¬ 
ference  about  his  budget.  Then  last  Pi’i- 
day  the  Secretary  of  Labor  reminded  you 
that  we  were  going  too  far  and  making 
foolish  cuts.  Again,  on  yesterday,  we 
quoted  from  a  press  release  of  the  man 
who  heads  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  Mr.  Polsom.  He 
objected  to  the  cuts  that  you  made  in  the 


last  week,  especially  to  the  Pood  and 
Drug  Administration,  and  warned  you 
against  attempts  to  make  further  cuts 
in  Public  Health  and  in  the  Office  of  Vo¬ 
cational  Rehabilitation. 

Then  I  noticed  in  the  New  York  Times 
this  morning  that  some  of  our  friends  on 
the  Republican  side  have  now  apparefitly 
seen  the  light.  I  quote  from  one  section 
of  the  New  York  Times,  where  it  says: 

Meanwhile,  in  the  House  a  Republican 
leader  of  the  drive  to  cut  funds  from  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  showed  signs  of  wavering  today  under 
administration  pressure  for  the  House  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  full  amount  for  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  He  said  he  was  not 
going  to  fight  a  Democratic  move  to  restore 
$1,300,000  cut  from  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration  by  the  amendment  that  he  of¬ 
fered  last  week. 

I  hope  that  the  New  York  Times  has 
quoted  my  friend  from  North  Carolina 
correctly  and  I  hope  when  the  roll  is 
called  on  this  amendment  that  many 
others  will  see  the  light  and  follow  his 
leadership  and  admit  that  they  had 
made  a  mistake. 

But  today  in  the  Post  we  have  an 
article  by  one  whom  I  think  you  will  all 
agree  is  a  very  conservative  newspaper 
man,  Walter  Lippmann.  He  says ; 

'  In  talking  about  the  budget  at  his  press 
conference  last  Wednesday,  the  President  ex¬ 
tricated  himself  from  the  untenable  position 
he  had  taken  before.  Then  he  was  saying, 
so  Congress  and  the  rest  of  us  had  supposed, 
that  the  budget  was  too  high,  that  he  would 
like  to  see  it  reduced  but  that  since  only 
Congress  could  reduce  it,  it  was  their  re¬ 
sponsibility,  not  his,  to  revise  the  budget. 
This  general  understanding  of  what  he  be¬ 
lieved  was,  of  course,  heavily  Infiuenced  by 
the  famous  press  conference  in  which  Sec¬ 
retary  Humphrey  had  spoken  so  harshly  of 
the  President’s  budget. 

After  several  weeks  of  confusion,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  has  changed  his  position,  and  he  has 
now  made  himself  the  defender  and  the 
advocate  of  his  own  budget.  Whatever  one 
may  think  of  the  budget,  this  is  a  sounder 
attitude,  both  legally  and  morally,  than  his 
earlier  one. 

Under  existing  law  the  President  is  obli¬ 
gated  to  present  a  budget  which  he  believes 
in  and  is  prepared  to  justify  and  defend. 
The  law  (title  I,  ch.  31  of  the  United  States 
Code)  says  that  “the  President  shall  trans¬ 
mit  *  *  ♦  to  the  Congress  the  budget  which 
sets  forth  •  *  •  estimated  expenditures  and 
proposed  appropriations  necessary  in  his 
judgment  for  the  support  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.”  Until  last  week’s  press  conference, 
what  we  had  instead  was  a  budget  which 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  said  was  too 
high,  which  the  President  said  could  be  re¬ 
duced  if  the  Congress  would  repeal  or  would 
amend  some  of  the  great  spending  programs 
which  Congress — and  apparently  Congress 
alone — had  enacted. 

In  order  to  justify  this  alarming  abdication 
of  the  Executive  authority,  the  President 
pictured  himself  as  a  humble  servant  of 
Congress  whose  orders  he  is  carrying  out. 
“We  have  worked  many  months  on  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  budget,”  he  said  on  March 
13,  “and  each  item  in  there  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  with  the  idea  of  performing  to  the 
very  best  of  our  ability  the  responsibilities 
laid  on  the  executive  department  by  Con¬ 
gress  for  carrying  out  its  mandates,”  Con¬ 
gress,  he  asserted,  has  ordered  a  number  of 
great  programs  which  cost  money,  and  there 
cannot  be  any  great  cuts  in  the  budget  un¬ 
til  and  unless  Congress  votes  for  the  cut¬ 
ting  out  or  the  elimination  or  slowing  up,  at 
least,  of  some  of  these  great  programs. 
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This  was  a  strange  picture  of  how  the 
Government  happens  to  be  engaged  in  the 
great  programs  that  cost  so  much  money. 
Are  they  really  the  work  of  Congress  alone. 
Initiated  in  Congress,  developed  in  Congress, 
with  the  President  waiting  hat  in  hand  at 
the  door  of  Congress  for  his  orders?  Any¬ 
one  who  thought  this  was  a  true  and  candid 
picture  of  the  origin  and  character  of  the 
great  spending  programs  has  only  to  recall 
the  President’s  messages  to  Congress,  the 
platform  on  which  he  ran  for  President,  the 
proud  campaign  speeches  he  made  about 
the  record  of  his  administration. 

’The  President’s  first  position  on  the  budg¬ 
et  was  untenable,  as  the  reaction  in  Con¬ 
gress  and  in  the  country  made  quite  evi¬ 
dent.  Last  week,  in  a  not-vfery-happy  mood, 
he  made  himself  the  champion  of  his  own 
budget. 

The  country,  or  at  least  a  large  and  vocal 
part  of  it,  is  startled  by  the  size  of  the  budg¬ 
et.  Is  the  size  of  it  really  startling?  It  is 
startling,  but  only  when  it  is  measured  by 
the  campaign  promises  of  1952,  especially  the 
promises  made  by  General  Eisenhower  after 
his  famous  covenant  on  Morningside  Heights 
with  Senator  Taft.  But  measured  by  the 
campaign  promises  of  1956,  when  the  Presi¬ 
dent  adopted  the  philosophy  of  the  new  Re¬ 
publicanism,  the  President  is  entitled  to  say, 
as  he  is  now  saying,  that  the  budget  pro¬ 
poses  to  carry  out  conservatively  what  the 
voters  have  been  promised. 

The  crux  of  the  matter  Is  that  between 
1952  and  1956  the  President  committed  him¬ 
self  to  the  “great  programs”  which  cost  so 
much.  At  the  same  time  he  was  com¬ 
pelled  because  of  the  state  of  the  cold  war 
to  have  a  great  program  of  military  defense. 

When  General  Eisenhower  ran  for  office  in 
1952,  he  felt  able  to  offer  big  promises  of  re¬ 
duced  expenditures  because  he  made  two 
assumptions.  One  assumption  was  that  he 
could  end  the  war  in  Korea,  and  that  this 
would  be  followed  by  a  peace  which  per- 
Hiltted  important  reductions  in  the  military 
spending.  His  other  assumption  was  that 
he  could  stop  the  expansion  of,  and  even  cut 
back  considerably,  the  grants  and  subsidies 
of  the  welfare  programs. 

The  basic  difference  between  the  orthodox 
Republicans  and  the  Eisenhower  or  new  Re¬ 
publicans  is  over  these  two  assumptions. 
The  orthodox  Republicans  still  believe  in 
these  two  assumptions  whereas  the  Presi¬ 
dent  does  not. 

Thus  the  orthodox  believe  that  much 
money  can  be  saved,  especially  out  of  what 
now  goes  to  foreign  aid,  by  a  more  isolation¬ 
ist  foreign  policy.  The  President,  on  the 
other  hand,  believes  in  collective  security, 
which  cannot  be  made  to  work  without  sub¬ 
sidies  to  foreign  countries. 

The  orthodox  believe  also  that  the  welfare 
measures  can  be  reduced,  and  that  a  lot  of 
money  can  thus  be  saved.  The  President 
and  the  new  Republicans  have  become  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  party  cannot  win  elections 
unless  it  is  able  to  attract  those  large  blocs 
of  voters  who  had  become  an  invincible  coal¬ 
ition  under  Franklin  Roosevelt. 

The  President’s  budget  is  not  a  series  of 
great  programs  commanded  by  Congress. 
The  budget  is  the  new  Republicanism,  in 
this  time  of  unabated  cold  war,  when  trans¬ 
lated  into  dollars.  It  is  what  it  is  because 
of  decisions  made  deliberately  by  President 
Eisenhower  himself,  and  the  Congress  has 
been  well  justified  in  insisting  that  he  take 
the  responsibility,  be  it  to  defend  the  budget 
or  to  say  where  it  should  be  reduced. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  in 
order  to  respond  to  the  comment  made 
by  the  chariman  of  the  subcommittee. 
Although  he  did  not  refer  to  me  by  name, 
he  did  refer  to  an  amendment  adopted 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  last 


4428 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Thursday,  I  believe,  by  a  margin  of 
1  vote. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  New  York 
Times  said.  The  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  quotes  from  various  newspapers 
of  the  country  every  day  as  he  opens  the 
discussion  of  the  bill.  He  also  frequently 
quotes  various  individuals  in  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  if  we  should  make  up  our  minds 
how  we  should  vote  on  amendments  by 
what  somebody  else  says  outside  of  this 
body.  I  do  not  know  what  course  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  follows, 
and  I  do  not  have  any  right  to  question 
how  he  votes  or  why  he  votes  as  he  does ; 
but  I  would  like  to  say  that  in  my  own 
case  I  vote  according  to  the  dictates  of 
my  own  conscience. 

Some  reference  was  made  in  the  quo¬ 
tation  the  gentleman  read  from  the  New 
York  paper  about  administration  pres¬ 
sure.  Let  me  say  publicly  that  I  have 
not  been  subjected  to  any  pressure  from 
the  administration  or  from  any  executive 
department  of  the  Government  or  from 
any  source  whatsoever  concerning  this 
bill.  No  one  has  been  in  touch  with  me 
about  the  amendment.  I  have  not  had 
any  communications  about  it  by  word, 
letter,  telegram,  or  otherwise  before  or 
since  it  was  adopted. 

I  was  called  on  the  telephone  by  a 
newspaper  reporter  last  Saturday  and 
he  advised  me  that  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  had  is¬ 
sued  a  statement  for  publication  Monday 
morning  in  which  some  comments  were 
made  about  the  amendment  which  had 
been  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  dealing  with  appropriations  for 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  the 
burden  of  which  comment  was  that  the 
cut  the  Committee  had  made  would  de¬ 
stroy  the  effectiveness  of  the  Pood  and 
Drug  Administration.  He  asked  me  if  I 
wished  to  comment  on  the  Secretary’s 
statement  and,  as  I  recall,  whether  I  in¬ 
tended  putting  up  a  fight  against  resto¬ 
ration  of  the  funds.  I  replied  that  I  did 
not  intend  to  fight  over  that  amend¬ 
ment:  that  it  was  just  one  of  a  score  of 
amendments  that  have  been  adopted  and 
will  be  offered. 

The  amendment  reduced  the  budget 
request  by  $1,327,000  to  $7,973,000,  which 
is  $1,194,000  more  than  they  had  for 
1957.  I  do  not  see  how  an  increase  of 
more  than  a  million  dollars  above  funds 
available  in  1957  could  cripple  or  ham¬ 
string  the  operations.  Indeed,  such  an 
increase  would  permit  an  expansion  of 
activities.  Remember  they  only  had  $6,- 
779,000  in  1957  and  will  have  $7,973,000 
if  the  amendment  stands  up. 

I  said  also,  and  would  like  to  repeat, 
that  I  do  not  have  any  desire  to  cripple 
the  activities  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration.  I  think  it  serves  a  very 
important  function  and  am  in  favor  of 
providing  adequate  funds.  As  I  see  it, 
the  question  simply  is  whether  we  should 
increase  the  funds  over  1957  by  $21/2 
million,  as  the  bill  originally  did,  or 
whether  an  increase  of  $1,194,000  over 
1957  should  be  sufficient  for  1958. 

As  to  how  the  Members  vote  when  the 
Committee  rises  and  we  go  back  into 
the  House,  that  is  a  matter  for  each 
Member  to  decide  for  himself.  I  do  not 
intend  to  put  up  any  fight  for  the  amend¬ 
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ment  and  will  not  undertake  to  persuade 
any  Member.  If  the  House  sustains  the 
amendment,  I  believe  the  funds  avail¬ 
able  will  be  su^cient.  But  if  the  House 
reverses  the  action  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole,  I  will  be  satisfied  with  that 
decision.  It  is  simply  a  matter  of  judg¬ 
ment  which  each  Member  should  decide 
for  himself  without  pressure  from  any 
source.  I  repeat  that  no  pressure  has 
been  directed  at  me  from  any  source. 

I  would  have  been  content  if  the  Com¬ 
mittee  had  rejected  the  amendment  and 
did  not  appeal  from  the  voice  vote  when 
the  Chairman  announced  the  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  defeated;  and  it  was  not 
I  who  asked  for  the  teller  vote  which 
reversed  the  voice  vote. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  my  first  voyage 
to  the  well  of  the  House.  So,  if  I  make 
any  mistakes,  I  hope  you  will  bear  with 
me,  and  I  have  been  listening  patiently 
to  the  chairman  of  this  Committee  on 
Appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  anfi  Welfare.  I  have 
never  missed  a  caucus  call  and  I  have 
always  been  here  at  the  kickoff  time, 
and  I  have  listened  attentively  every 
minute  and  eveiw  hour  of  the  time  that 
the  chairman  of  this  committee  has  been 
on  the  fioor.  I  want  to  commend  him 
for  his  diligence.  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  his  industry.  Although  he  has 
been  talking  for  some  5  days  and  doing 
a  job  of  it  along  the  lines,  it  seems  much 
longer  to  me.  Maybe  that  is  my  imagi¬ 
nation.  Until  I  came  to  the  House  of 
Representatives,  I  was  a  trial  lawyer.  I 
work  hard.  I  never  get  an  opportunity 
to  sit  back  there  on  the  jury.  So  I  have 
been  1  of  a  group  of  some  425  Con¬ 
gressmen,  sitting  back  there  in  those 
comfortable  seats,  on  those  cushions,  and 
I  have  been  listening  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty] — if  I 
say  “Rock  Island,”  try  to  be  patient.  I 
want  to  talk  about  the  gentleman  from 
that  wonderful  State  of  Rhode  Island. 
Time  after  time  he  has  been  talking,  and 
every  time  he  points  to  the  Republican 
side.  I  would  assume,  that  by  word,  in¬ 
nuendo,  and  veiled  threats,  telling  us, 
“Don’t  you  do  this.  If  you  try  to  do  this 
you  will  do  the  wrong  thing.  You  au¬ 
thorized  this  appropriation  in  the  81st 
Congress,  the  82d  Congress,  and  the  83d 
Congress  and  you  appropriated  the 
money  in  that  Congress.  The  amount  of 
money  that  we  are  appropriating  here  is 
only  about  the  same  amount  of  money 
you  appropriated  in  the  84th  Congress, 
and  if  you  do  thig^  this  service  will  die.” 
That  is  the  inference,  is  it  not?  My 
worthy  colleague,  is  that  it?  You  do  not 
have  to  reply  now.  I  have  not  given 
you  the  time.  I  am  only  asking  you  a 
question  and  you  can  get  time  to  reply 
later.  You  are  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  some  other  things  I  want 
to  tell  you  before  I  sit  down. 

I  sat  back  there  and  listened  to  you  and 
I  was  trying  to  analyze  what  you  were. 
I  was  trying  to  figure  out  whether  you 
were  a  lawyer.  For  a  while  I  thought 
you  were.  Then  I  listened  to  you  talk 
a  little  longer  and  then  I  said,  “Maybe 
he  is  a  businessman.”  “No,”  I  said,  “he 
is  not  a  businessman.”  All  this  time  I 
was  talking  to  myself.  Then  I  went  back 


there  and  I  asked  him,  and  I  found  out 
you  are  a  bricklayer.  You  are  a  leader 
in  the  bricklayers  union.  Do  not  think 
I  am  criticizing  bricklayers,  because  you 
belong  to  an  honorable  profession.  Some 
of  my  best  friends  back  in  Chicago  are 
bricklayers.  You  point  over  to  this  side 
of  the  House  and  you  would  think  the 
only  working  men  in  the  United  States 
of  America  were  over  on  your  side.  You 
talk  as  though  the  only  spokesmen  in 
the  United  States  are  on  the  Democratic 
side  of  this  House.  What  do  you  think 
my  father  was?  He  was  a  member  of 
organized  labor.  For  30  years  an  elec¬ 
trical  worker.  You  do  not  have  a  chance 
to  answer  me  yet. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order.  I  think  the  Chair  should  in¬ 
struct  the  gentleman  that  when  he  re¬ 
fers  to  another  Member  he  should  refer 
to  him  in  the  third  person. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Illinois.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  that  rule 
be  suspended  for  the  remainder  of  the 
debate  on  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  must 
state  that  he  is  here  to  enforce  the  rules. 

Ml'.  HOFI*MAN.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  that  be  done. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Byrne]  has  the  floor 
and  he  has  not  yielded. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
may  I  have  a  little  order?  May  the  aisles 
be  cleared? 

As  a  trial  lawyer,  my  worthy  colleague 
from  Rhode  Island — did  I  do  it  right? — ^ 
Well,  while  I  am  on  my  feet  I  want  to 
enter  a  plea  of  “not  guilty”  to  anything 
that  you  did  or  any  of  my  worthy  col¬ 
leagues  did,  or  any  of  the  colleagues  who 
have  passed  away,  or  any  who  were  not 
elected  in  the  last  election,  because  I  have 
got  a  defense  to  anything  that  my  col¬ 
leagues — I  almost  said  “you” — that  my 
colleagues  did  in  the  84th  Congress  or  in 
the  Congress  preceding  it,  because  I  just 
got  here.  I  do  not  expect  to  roll  down 
the  thunder  from  the  skies  and  do  some¬ 
thing  that  you  did  not  do — pardon  me — 
my  worthy  colleagues  did  not  do.  I  do 
not  expect  to  do  that,  but  I  say  to  you, 
you  said  it  was  a  precedent — I  beg  your 
pardon — I  beg  your  pardon.  I  thank  you 
for  the  admonition.  My  worthy  col¬ 
leagues,  or  some  of  them,  said  all  of  the 
President’s  appropriations  to  this  time — 
and  when  you  talk  here  in  the  well  of  the 
House  about  children,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  worthy  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
should  be  reminded  that  I  raised  8  chil¬ 
dren  without  any  help  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  through  the  years  encountered 
all  of  the  problems  encountered  in  rais¬ 
ing  a  large  family. 

In  previous  sessions  of  Congress  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  started  that  they  claim 
are  for  our  welfare  but  which  are  actually 
destroying  our  financial  independence 
and  security.  These  social  planners  are 
milking  us  dry.  I  will  vote  economy  cuts 
wherever  possible. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  5  additional  minutes. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  he  may  proceed 
for  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  object,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
the  regular  order. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  My  distinguished 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Byrne],  refused  to  yield  to  me  when  he 
had  the  -floor.  I  have  never  refused  to 
yield  to  him  or  anybody  else  on  that  side 
during  this  debate,  and  I  will  keep  this 
up  during  the  rest  of  the  debate,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  long  the  debate  goes  on. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  have  the 
floor  right  now.  I  would  yield  if  I  had 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  answer  the 
gentleman’s  questions.  The  answer  to 
the  first  question  he  raised  is  this;  The 
only  thing  I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  have 
you  and  your  colleagues  live  up  to  the 
promises  that  were  made  by  you  and 
your  party  in  the  last  campaign  and  not 
renege  on  the  promises  you  made  in  the 
last  campaign  by  following  the  Repub¬ 
lican  leadership  in  this  House  and  cut¬ 
ting  these  appropriations  as  you  have 
been  doing  during  the  past  week.  That 
is  all  I  am  trying  to  do,  to  have  you  live 
up  to  the  promises  that  you  and  your 
party  made  to  the  voters  of  the  country 
and  your  district  when  you  agreed  to  go 
out  and  support  President  Eisenhower 
and  his  program. 

And  another  thing  I  was  trying  to  do 
was  to  find  out  who  are  the  orthodox  Re¬ 
publicans  and  who  are  the  Eisenhower 
Republicans  on  your  side  of  the  aisle. 
Are  you  with  the  President  or  against 
him? 

Now  as  for  the  second  question  the 
gentleman  raised,  it  did  not  take  me  long 
to  ascertain  what  profession  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Illinois  represented. 
It  has  often  been  said  that  we  have  too 
many  lawyers  in  politics,  but  I  would 
never  make  that  statement  myself.  I 
have,  however,  always  wanted  to  let 
everybody  know,  I  may  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Illinois,  that  it  does 
not  make  any  difference  to  me  what  a 
person’s  station  in  life  might  be.  When 
they  ask  me  what  mine  was  I  have  al¬ 
ways  been  proud  to  say  I  was  a  brick¬ 
layer.  I  was  a  bricklayer  for  10  years 
and  I  will  always  be  proud  of  it  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  you  seek  to  belittle  bricklayers 
or  anyone  else  who  earns  his  bread  by 
the  sweat  of  his  brow. 

There  is  one  trait  in  my  nature  which 
the  record  will  show  ran  through  my 
career  as  a  bricklayer  and  my  career  as 
a  Member  of  Congress  as  well.  That 
trait  is  being  honest  with  my  fellow 
workers  and  employers  when  I  was  a 
bricklayer  and  being  honest  with  my 
colleagues  and  constituents  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body.  I  did  not  whistle  one 
tune  during  my  campaign  for  office  and 


another  on  the  floor  here  today,  as  a 
great  many  are  doing  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle.  And  it  is  entirely  possible 
that  the  consistent  positions  I  have  taken 
in  regard  to  legislation  like  this  is  due 
to  my  association  with  bricklayers  and 
others  who  work  with  their  hands. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman - - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  rise? 

Mr.  GROSS.  To  demand  the  regular 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  regular  order 
is,  the  Clerk  will  read  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Assistance  for  school  construction:  For  an 
additional  amount  for  providing  school  fa¬ 
cilities  and  for  grants  to  local  educational 
agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  title  III  and  title  IV  of  the  act 
of  September  23,  1950,  as  amended  (20  U.  S. 
C.,  ch.  14;  70  Stat.  909,  968-969),  including 
not  to  exceed  $700,000  for  necessary  expenses 
of  technical  services  rendered  by  other  agen¬ 
cies  and  not  to  exceed  $5  million  for  title  IV, 
$41,700,000,  to  remain  available  until  June 
30,  1959:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  salaries  or 
other  direct  expenses  of  the  Department 
Of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  pro  forma 
amendments  were  withdrawn. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  share  the  feelings  of 
my  colleague  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Byrne]  for  the  simple  reason  that 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has 
been  continually  telling  the  Republicans 
about  the  promises  we  have  failed  to  live 
up  to.  If  we  are  going  to  talk  about 
promises,  let  us  look  at  the  record,  let 
us  note  just  a  few  things  that  the  Demo¬ 
crats  have  promised,  and  what  they  have 
not  lived  up  to  in  the  many  years  they 
have  been  in  control  of  the  Congress. 

The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  and 
his  Democrat  Party  in  1948  promised  the 
people  in  every  election  since  then,  in 
every  congressional  election  and  every 
presidential  election  that  they  would  re¬ 
peal  the  Taft-Hartley  Act. 

If  you  are  going  to  point  the  finger 
of  accusation,  let  me  remind  you  that 
you  have  controlled  the  Congress  8  out 
of  the  past  10  years.  Where  is  your  ac¬ 
tions  to  repeal  the  Taft-Hartley  Act? 

In  like  manner  you  have  promised  up 
and  down  this  land  that  you  were  going 
to  do  something  for  small  business.  In 
every  congressional  election  your  party 
has  promised  tax  relief  for  the  small- 
business  man.  Despite  your  control  of 
the  Congress  for  so  many  years  relief 
for  small  business  is  conspicuous  by  its 
absence.  Where  is  your  relief  for  small 
business?  You  have  made  many,  many 
promises  but  there  have  been  very,  very 
few  performances. 

Since  I  cast  my  first  vote  in  1932  I 
have  continuously  heard  the  Democrats 
talk  about  civil  rights.  In  21  out  of  the 
last  25  years  the  Democrats  have  con¬ 
trolled  the  Congress.  Where  are  the  civil- 
rights  laws?  Where  are  the  perform¬ 
ances  on  the  civil-rights  promises?  The 
basic  division  within  the  Democrat 
Party  prevents  any  performance  on  the 
above  promises  and  many  other  prom¬ 
ises. 

The  gentleman  and  many  of  his  col¬ 
leagues  keep  telling  us  on  this  side  of 


the  aisle  about  the  division  within  the 
Republican  Party.  How  about  your  own 
division?  How  about  separating  the 
northern  Democrats  from  the  southern 
Democrats  and  showing  us  who  runs  the 
Democrat  Party?  How  about  showing 
us  the  division  involving  some  80  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  who  signed  the  so- 
called  liberal  manifesto  and  I  under¬ 
stand  that  this  group  has  not  consulted 
with  their  official  leader  in  the  House, 
Speaker  Rayburn? 

What  are  the  so-called  liberals  in  the 
Democrat  Party  proposing  to  do?  Look 
at  your  spending  program.  V/hy,  this 
$72  billion  budget  will  be  peanuts  if  you 
tried  to  do  what  the  liberal  program 
outlines.  We  would  not  alone  have  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  to  education,  but  you  would  have 
everybody  working  for  the  Government 
and  on  the  Government  payroll,  we 
would  have  socializati  jn,  we  would  have 
nothing  but  big  labor  and  big  Govern¬ 
ment. 

You  Democrats  talk  about  the  separa¬ 
tion  we  have  over  here  in  our  party,  but 
look  at  your  own  party  since  1932  and 
the  promises  that  you  made.  So  I  say 
this  with  all  due  deference  to  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]. 

Mr.  Fogarty,  I  feel  that  in  a  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  kind  you  should  not  always 
refer  to  the  division  over  here  unless  in 
good  Christian  charity  and  in  good  con¬ 
science  you  point  out  the  division  on 
your  side.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  would 
get  a  lot  more  votes  if  he  would  not  con¬ 
tinuously  point  out  our  particular  divi¬ 
sion  over  here,  when,  in  my  estimation 
he  had  a  much  deeper  division  within 
his  own  party  in  the  division  between  the 
Democrat  liberals  and  conservatives,  be¬ 
tween  northern  and  southern  Democrats, 
between  CIO  followers  and  opponents  of 
Walter  Reuther. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  am 
pleased  to  note  that  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  is  giving  the  Republicans 
credit  for  the  effort  being  made  to  get 
some  economy  into  our  Government;  but 
I  wonder  whether  he  isn’t  forgetting 
which  party  is  in  majority  control  of  the 
House  of  Representatives? 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  The  gentleman  is  so 
right.  The  Democrats  control  every 
committee,  they  can  do  what  they  want. 
They  can  tell  the  people  what  they  want 
to  do  and  they  can  do  it. 

We  may  have  modern  Republicans 
over  here,  but  I  want  little  part  of  this 
newly  coined  concept.  I  am  a  constitu¬ 
tional  conservative  and  I  am  proud  of 
that  fact. 

Your  Democrat  Party  has  many  good 
stanch  conservatives  who  want  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  Constitution  that  was  given  to 
us  by  our  forefathers  and  who  want  to 
protect  the  country  that  has  been  handed 
down  to  us  through  the  years. 

Therefore,  if  any  member  of  the  Dem¬ 
ocrat  Party  wants  to  castigate  the  divi¬ 
sions  in  the  Republican  Party  let  him 
in  all  fairness  just  point  out  the  deeper 
and  more  basic  divisions  within  the 
Democrat  Party. 
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Ivlr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  given  to 
criticizing  my  brethren  here  on  the  floor, 
but  I  regard  this  bill  as  a  very  important 
matter.  Yesterday  I  had  some  rather 
important  engagements  and,  of  course, 
I  had  a  pretty  tough  time  trying  to  get 
to  them  and  get  back  here  because  it  was 
about  2  hours  before  we  ever  started  any 
business  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

It  is  now  1  o’clock  and  we  have  been 
in  session  for  an  hour.  I  believe  the 
average  Member  on  the  floor  would 
greatly  appreciate  our  trying  to  put  aside 
the  type  of  debate  that  is  going  on  and 
let  us  get  down  to  the  bill  itself.  I  enjoy 
a  little  sideplay  once  in  a  while,  but  I 
am  afraid  we  have  been  on  this  bill  now 
long  enough  and  with  a  little  coopera¬ 
tion  we  can  save  some  time  and  get  down 
to  business.  I  am  not  being  critical  of 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Rhode 
Island.  I  think  maybe  all  of  us  have 
contributed  a  little  to  this  sideplay.  I 
do  hope  this  slight  suggestion  will  help 
us  move  along  a  little  bit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Office  of  Education,  including 
surveys,  studies.  Investigations,  and  reports 
regarding  libraries:  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordina¬ 
tion  of  library  service  on  the  national  level 
with  other  forms  of  adult  education;  devel¬ 
oping  library  participation  in  Federal  proj¬ 
ects;  fostering  nationwide  coordination  of 
research  materills  among  libraries,  interstate 
library  coordination  and  the  development  of 
library  service  throughout  the  country; 
purchase,  distribution,  and  exchange  of  edu¬ 
cational  documents,  motion-picture  films, 
and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and 
appliances,  articles  of  school  furniture  and 
models  of  school  buildings  illustrative  of 
foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods 
of  education,  and  repairing  the  same;  and 
cooperative  research,  surveys,  and  demon¬ 
strations  in  education  as  authorized  by  the 
act  of  July  26,  1954  (20  U.  S.  C.  331-332); 
$7  million,  of  which  not  less  than  $550,000 
shall  be  available  for  the  Division  of  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  as  authorized:  Provided, 
That  all  receipts  from  non-Federal  agencies 
representing  reimbursement  for  expenses  of 
travel  of  employees  of  the  Office  of  Education 
performing  advisory  functions  to  the  said 
agencies  shall  be  dejioslted  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  this 
appropriation. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the  lan¬ 
guage  beginning  in  line  17,  page  19,  down 
through  line  22. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Beginning  where? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  This  language : 

Provided,  That  all  receipts  from  non-Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  representing  reimbursement  for 
expenses  of  travel  of  employees  of  the  Office 
of  Education  performing  advisory  functions 
to  the  said  agencies  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the 
credit  of  this  appropriation. 

We  would  redistribute  the  money,  and 
I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  that  is 
definitely  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  desire  to  be 
heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  was  only  an 
attempt  to  have  the  States  reimburse 


the  Federal  Government  for  the  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  that  the  States  call  on 
the  Department  of  Education  to  give. 
Now,  if  you  want  it  all  to  come  out  of 
the  Federal  Treasury  and  not  have  the 
States  make  this  reimbursement,  this  is 
the  way  to  do  it.  It  is  clearly  subject 
to  a  point  of  order,  and  I  concede  the 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  ex¬ 
amined  the  language  in  the  bill  and  sus¬ 
tains  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dorn  of  South 
Carolina:  On  page  19,  line  15,  strike  out 
“$7,000,000”  and  insert  “$5,518,000.” 

(Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  proceed  for 
3  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk 
the  last  few  days  about  the  march  of 
time,  about  the  clock  moving  around, 
and  about  progress.  I  have  listened 
very  intently  to  the  debate,  particularly 
about  our  growth  and  our  increase  in 
population.  The  argument  is  that  we 
should  increase  Government  spending 
solely  because  of  a  growing  population. 

Over  the  last  few  hours  I  have  done 
some  research  on  the  population  phase 
of  this  debate.  Several  people  have 
contacted  me  from  back  home  about  our 
growth  in  population  and  offered  that  as 
a  reason  why  we  should  not  curtail  some 
of  these  appropriations  in  this  particular 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  1937  there  were  in 
America  128  million  people.  Today 
there  are  approximately  168  million 
people.  Twenty  years  from  now,  in  the 
year  1977,  there  will  be  in  this  counti-y 
224  million  people.  The  national  income 
of  the  American  people  in  1936  was  $65 
billion.  Our  national  income  as  of  last 
year  was  $342  billion.  In  1976,  20  years 
from  last  year,  our  total  national  income 
will  be  $1.4  trillion. 

But,  oh,  yes,  my  colleagues,  here  is 
the  story  the  population  argument  has 
failed  to  tell.  The  total  cost  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  budget  in  1938  was  $6,150,000,000. 
Today,  as  proposed  in  this  budget,  it  is 
$72  billion,  an  increase  of  1,050  percent 
over  the  budget  of  1938,  whereas  the 
population  increase  of  the  country  has 
only  been  31  percent.  And,  if  we  pro¬ 
ject  that  into  the  future  another  20 
years,  the  total  national  budget  of  this 
country  will  be  $753  billion,  an  increase 
of  1,050  percent  over  that  of  today, 
whereas  your  population  figure  of  224 
million  will  only  be  an  increase  of  33 
percent.  The  national  budget  in  1938 
was  only  9  percent  of  the  national  in¬ 
come  of  the  American  people.  Today  it 
is  near  20  percent.  If  the  Federal  budget 
increases  by  the  same  proportion  in  the 
next  20  years  then  the  budget  for  1978 
will  be  51  percent  of  our  national  income. 
Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  conservative 
estimate.  And  if  you  project  that  still 
further  you  will  find  that  high  school 
boys  and  girls  in  America  today  will  live 
to  see  the  day  when  the  expenditures  of 
the  Federal  Government — and  I  want 
some  of  my  good  friends  over  here  to 
listen  to  this — the  boys  and  girls  in  high 
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school  today  will  live  to  see  the  expendi¬ 
tures  of  the  Federal  Government  equal 
the  entire  gross  national  income  of  the 
people  of  this  country.  Long  before 
these  two  meet,  freedom  will  have  passed 
from  this  land. 

You  may  call  us  reactionary,  if  you 
please,  but  I  stand  here  today  as  a  lib¬ 
eral,  a  man  believing  in  the  working 
people  of  America,  believing  in  the  small- 
salaried  men  and  women  of  America  who 
are  crying  today  from  the  grassroots  of 
this  country  for  a  sound  dollar.  We 
have  before  this  session  of  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress  the  opportunity  to  give  the  small- 
business  people  of  this  country,  to  give 
the  teachers,  to  give  the  workingmen  two 
raises:  One,  a  sound  dollar,  which  will 
give  him  more  purchasing  power,  which 
will  give  him  the  power  to  buy  more 
goods  and  stimulate  business;  and  then 
on  the  other  hand,  if  we  continue  to  hold 
down  this  budget,  we  can  give  him  an¬ 
other  raise  in  the  not  too  distant  future, 
a  tax  reduction.  Then  you  will  have  put 
this  country  on  a  sound  basis.  We  will 
have  saved  the  people  from  Federal 
despotism  and  exploitation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  you  today 
that  it  was  the  ordinary  people  who  paid 
the  taxes  in  France  who  rose  up  during 
the  Fi’ench  Revolution  against  the  ever- 
increasing  expenditures  of  an  autocratic 
Federal  bureaucracy  under  Louis  XVI. 
At  that  time  50  percent  of  the  people’s 
income  in  France  was  being  takerr  by  the 
Government.  And  the  same  kind  of 
revolution,  not  violent,  but  peaceful,  is 
brewing  in  America  today,  among  the 
taxpayers  out  at  the  grassroots,  among 
the  little  businesses,  the  small  farmers, 
the  laboring  people,  against  this  ever- 
increasing,  ever  more  powerful  Federal 
hierarchy. 

The  day  has  come  when  the  Members 
of  this  Congress  should  stand  up  and  be 
counted,  to  give  the  American  people  a 
sound  dollar,  to  give  them  more  pur¬ 
chasing  power.  Can  you  point  to  me, 
my  friends  over  here  in  this  section  of 
the  House,  one  single  instance  in  the 
history  of  the  world  when  a  government 
became  more  centralized,  when  it  grew 
too  topheavy,  but  that  the  ordinary  peo¬ 
ple  in  their  prosaic  walks  of  life  did  not 
suffer  a  loss  of  liberty,  a  loss  of  income 
from  that  ever  growing,  ever  more  pow¬ 
erful  centralized  authority?  The  his¬ 
tory  of  the  world  will  prove  that  to  be 
true.  And  those  of  us  here  today  who 
are  trying  to  hold  the  line  are  the  true 
liberals,  believing  with  Thomas  Jeffer¬ 
son,  the  founder  of  our  great  Democratic 
Party,  that  the  least  governed  are  the 
best  governed. 

The  very  foundation  stones  of  this 
country  were  laid  down  by  our  forefa¬ 
thers  in  the  interest  of  all  the  people 
and  not  for  the  benefit  of  an  ever  grow¬ 
ing,  more  powerful  Federal  autocracy 
seeking  more  money — from  whom? 
From  the  citizens  of  this  counti-y  who 
make  up  our  body  politic,  and  who  are 
the  source  of  our  strength  and  the  end 
of  our  responsibility.  My  responsibility 
here  today  is  not  to  the  ever  growing, 
ever  more  powerful  Federal  autocracy, 
but  to  the  people  of  this  country  who  are 
paying  the  bill.  Let  us  stand  up  today 
and  give  them  two  raises,  a  sound  dollar 
and  eventually  a  decrease  in  taxes. 


1957 
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This  amendment  which  I  have  offered 
here  today  cuts  back  this  item  for  sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses  to  the  level  of  the 
appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1957 
plus  $248,000. 

What  does  this  particular  part  of  this 
bill  do?  It  creates  investigations,  jobs 
and  boards.  Here  are  some  of  the  things 
they  do:  These  boards  will  coordinate 
libraries  and  conduct  surveys.  They 
will  travel  abroad  and  exchange  educa¬ 
tional  information.  They  will  prepare 
studies  on  education  in  underdeveloped 
countries  in  the  Slavic  countries  and  of 
higher  education  in  the  Far  East.  They 
want  to  investigate  vandalism  in  high 
schools,  and  to  prepare  models  of  school 
buildings  to  exchange  with  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

As  the  son  of  a  superintendent  of  edu¬ 
cation,  and  as  the  son  of  a  mother  who 
taught  school  for  32  years,  at  the  same 
time  raising  10  children,  my  observation 
is  that  the  architects  in  the  local  com¬ 
munities  and  the  local  school  boards  are 
the  ones  to  handle  the  school  affairs  of 
this  counti^y.  I  see  in  this  particular 
phase  of  this  bill  a  great  danger  to  the 
educational  system  of  this  country. 
They  are  going  out  and  investigating 
vandalism  in  the  high  schools.  Investi¬ 
gations?  It  has  an  “s”  after  “investiga¬ 
tion.”  How  many  investigations  we  do 
not  know.  Exchanging  information 
with  foreign  countries.  The  architects 
of  this  country  know  how  to  draw  school 
buildings.  I  know  of  no  case  in  this 
country  where  they  do  not  have  the 
brains  locally  to  draw  the  models  of  their 
schools.  But  here  we  are  appropriating 
money  to  go  out  and  investigate,  and  ex¬ 
change  information  with  foreign  nations 
and  between  the  States. 

“Coordination”  is  another  term  they 
use  to  cover  up  vast  expenditures  of  your 
money  and  the  money  of  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country. 

We  must  draw  the  line  somewhere, 
because  some  day,  some  time,  somewhere, 
the  argument  of  my  so-called  liberal 
friends  notwithstanding,  you  will  find 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  working 
for  the  Federal  Government,  and  I 
might  say  to  my  good  friends  here,  when 
that  day  comes,  call  it  what  you  will, 
you  will  have  complete  and  tee  total 
national  socialism  in  this  country  if  not 
complete  communism.  Let  us  today  start 
with  this  appropriation  and  continue 
through  the  entire  budget  until  we  save 
the  American  people  from  future  slavery 
to  an  all-consuming  arrogant,  stupen¬ 
dous  Federal  autocracy. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will  do 
just  a  little  bit  more  than  my  friend  from 
South  Carolina  says  it  will  do.  It  will 
cut  the  appropriation  back  further  than 
the  amount  they  had  available  in  1957. 
The  Department  of  Education  here  in 
Washington  for  some  reason  or  other 
has  been  neglected  for  some  years  now. 
Two  years  ago  in  the  report  we  issued 
in  the  84th  Congress,  related  to  fiscal 
1956,  we  had  this  to  say: 

The  Office  of  Education  always  enjoyed  a 
degree  of  autonomy  within  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  when  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency  was  given  departmental  status 
as  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 


Welfare,  the  Congress  was  assured  that  it 
would  not  result  in  any  change  in  the  status 
of  the  Office  of  Education. 

We  have  attempted  to  keep  that  au¬ 
tonomy  for  the  Office  of  Education  and 
the  Public  Health  Service. 

We  said  in  our  report  at  that  time; 

The  committee  feels  very  strongly  that  we 
ought  to  have  an  Office  of  Education  that  is 
effective  and  one  that  the  education  authori¬ 
ties  all  over  the  country  would  have  pride 
in  and  would  look  to  for  leadership  and  for 
assistance  in  their  problems. 

In  practically  every  State  of  the  Un¬ 
ion  the  educational  leaders  are  looking 
to  Washington  for  some  sort  of  assistance 
as  far  as  education  is  concerned. 

As  a  result  of  that  promise  to  the 
Office  of  Education,  this  committee  in¬ 
vited  the  Office  of  Education  a  year  ago 
to  come  in  with  a  proposal  for  a  sub¬ 
stantial  raise  in  their  funds  for  educa¬ 
tion;  and  they  did.  This  year  they  fol¬ 
lowed  out  our  request  again  and  came 
in  for  another  increase.  Let  me  tell  you 
some  of  the  things  this  is  going  to  dis¬ 
turb,  and  I  know  the  gentleman  does 
not  intend  to  do  so,  but  it  is  going  to 
have  that  effect.  It  cannot  have  any 
other  effect.  If  you  remember,  2  years 
ago  I  brought  to  the  attention  of  this 
House  the  problem  of  the  mentally  re¬ 
tarded  child  in  this  country,  the  problem 
of  mental  retardation.  I  told  you  at 
that  time  there  were  about  4  million  to 
5  million  people  who  are  mentally  re¬ 
tarded  in  this  country,  and  no-one  was 
paying  any  attention  to  them.  So  with¬ 
out  consulting  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
or  the  President  this  committee  put 
$750,000  into  the  Institute  on  Neurology 
to  start  a  research  program  in  this  field. 
We  asked  the  Office  of  Education  to  come 
up  the  following  year  with  a  program 
in  education  that  would  see  to  it  that 
the  educable  child  who  has  some  form 
or  some  degree  of  mental  retardation 
or  cerebral  palsy  could  be  given  an  edu¬ 
cation.  We  did  this  because  we  knew 
that  in  9  out  of  10  public  schools  today 
a  mentally  retarded  child  who  is  edu¬ 
cable  has  no  chance  for  an  education 
at  this  time.  As  a  result  of  our  action, 
last  year,  for  the  first  time,  they  had 
that  chance.  They  requested  $675,000 
for  this  one  program  in  mental  retarda¬ 
tion.  To  annualize  the  program  they 
have  already  started,  we  allowed  them 
more  money  this  year;  and  the  cut  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  is  going  to  affect  those  grants  that 
have  been  made  to  educational  institu¬ 
tions  for  research  on  how  to  train 
teachers  and  how  to  educate  those  men¬ 
tally  retarded  children  who  are  educable. 
That  is  one  of  the  effects  that  this 
amendment  has.  It  also  has  this  effect: 
It  has  the  effect  that  when  you  do  not 
allow  two-hundred-and-some-odd-thou- 
sand  dollars  for  the  annualization  of 
these  programs  that  are  already  going 
on  it  means  you  are  going  to  force  the 
Office  of  Education  to  discharge  about 
40  people  who  are  now  working  in  that 
Department. 

So,  instead  of  building  it  up,  you  are 
tearing  it  down  because  little  by  little 
these  piecemeal  amendments  asking 
them  to  discharge  40  people  on  the  pro¬ 
grams  that  are  already  going  on  are 


going  to  eventually  destroy  the  programs 
completely.  Why  are  we  so  concerned 
about  this  form  of  mental  retardation? 
May  I  take  2  minutes  to  tell  you  how  I 
happened  to  get  interested  in  it?  I  be¬ 
lieve  some  of  you  remember  when  I  told 
you  once  before.  I  was  asked  to  address 
a  group  of  parents  of  these  mentally  re¬ 
tarded  children  in  Rhode  Island  a  couple 
of  years  ago.  I  told  them  of  the  great 
work  that  the  Federal  Government  was 
doing  in  medical  research  and  the  ad¬ 
vances  being  made  in  medical  research. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  meeting,  I  stood 
around  for  a  question  period.  The 
mothers  and  fathers  of  these'  unfortu¬ 
nate  children  started  asking  me  what 
the  Federal  Government  was  doing  in 
the  field  of  research  in  mental  retarda¬ 
tion  and  cerebral  palsy.  1  had  to  admit 
I  did  not  know,  but  I  told  them  that  I 
would  find  out  when  I  came  back  to 
Washington.  In  the  committee  the  fol¬ 
lowing  year,  we  asked  that  question.  I 
asked  the  question  of  Mrs.  Hobby,  who 
was  then  the  Secretary  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
and  I  asked  Dr.  Scheele,  of  the  Public 
Health  Service,  and  the  other  people  who 
run  our  public-health  institutes,  and 
the  answer  was,  “We  are  not  doing  any¬ 
thing  in  this  field.”  As  a  result,  we,  on 
the  committee,  did  something.  We  ap¬ 
propriated  $750,000.  But,  let  me  tell 
you  another  story.  Coming  down  on  the 
train  that  January,  I  threw  the  maga¬ 
zine,  Columbia,  into  my  bag.  On  my 
way  down  in  picking  it  up  to  read,  the 
place  I  happened  to  turn  to  was  an  arti¬ 
cle  on  mental  retardation  and  cerebral 
palsy.  It  told  of  the  dedication  of  a 
school  for  these  children  in  nearby 
Massachusetts.  The  article  quoted  one 
of  the  great  hmnanitarians  of  our  coun¬ 
try,  Archbishop  Richard  Cushing,  of 
Boston.  I  remember  his  words  as  if  it 
were  yesterday.  He  said  in  his  dedica¬ 
tion  speech: 

I  do  not  life  to  refer  to  these  children 
as  mentally  retarded  children.  I  like  to 
refer  to  them  as  exceptional  children  be¬ 
cause  in  my  mind  they  are  closer  to  God 
than  the  well  child  because  they  have  not 
had  the  opportunity. 

He  said: 

I  think  so  much  of  the  plight  of  these  chil¬ 
dren  who  are  mentally  retarded  or  have  cere¬ 
bral  palsy  that  my  last  wish  on  this  earth 
is  going  to  be  that  when  I  die  I  want  to  be 
burled  here  at  this  school  in  the  State  of 
Massachusetts  among  these  mentally  re¬ 
tarded  children  who  are  so  close  to  God. 

When  a  man  of  the  stature  and  char¬ 
acter  of  Archbishop  Cushing  thinks  as 
much  of  a  problem  as  that,  I  think  it  in¬ 
dictates  its  importance.  I  do  not  think 
you  want  to  cut  back  on  a  program  now 
that  has  been  going  for  only  1  year  and 
is  now  entering  its  second  year  of  opera¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  think  you  want  to  cut  any 
grant  to  these  schools  which  are  trying 
to  alleviate  such  human  suffering  and 
are  attempting  to  find  solutions  to  such 
a  problem.  If  you  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment,  that  is  exactly  what  you  are  going 
to  do. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  this  is  one 
of  the  most  important  and  one  of  the 
most  worthy  areas  in  which  the  Federal 
Government  has  ever  taken  action.  As 
a  result  of  our  efforts  in  the  last  Con- 
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gress,  we  extended  to  the  parents  of 
these  exceptional  children  for  the  first 
time,  a  ray  of  hope  that,  at  long  last, 
some  form  of  help  could  be  expected. 
Adoption  of  the  pending  amendment 
would  mean  that  we  were  reneging  on  our 
offer  of  assistance  and  that  the  economy 
bloc  here  in  the  Congress  was  more  in¬ 
terested  in  the  dollar  sign  than  in  the 
plight  of  an  unfortunate  child.  I  earn¬ 
estly  hope  that  the  amendment  is  de¬ 
feated. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Morano)  ,  Mr.  Fogarty  was  granted 
1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  gentleman  has 
made  a  fine  statement  and  I  completely 
agree  with  him.  I  am  interested  in  this 
problem  of  mentally  retarded  children. 
I  think  the  gentleman  will  agree  with 
me  that  every  American  child  is  born 
with  the  right  to  be  given  a  chance  to 
become  a  good  mental  as  well  as  a  good 
physical  specimen  in  order  to  aid  in  the 
building  of  a  better  America.  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina 
would  not  have  offered  the  amendment 
if  he  knew  that  its  effect  would  be  to 
deprive  these  young  Americans  of  a 
chance  of  becoming  mentally  sound  chil¬ 
dren.  I  am  opposed  to  the  amendment. 
It  should  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  sole  question  in  my 
mind  and  of  every  Member  of  this  House 
should  be  whose  duty  is  it.  The  Federal 
Government,  the  State  government,  or 
the  local  government.  I  assure  you  as  a 
teacher  of  35  years’  experience  that  that 
type  of  mentally  defective  children  is 
being  taken  care  of  in  all  of  our  modern 
schools  today,  without  any  help  from 
Uncle  Sam. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  May  I  disagree  with 
the  gentleman  and  say  that  that  is  not 
the  case  at  all.  Nothing  was  done  in  this 
field  until  the  Federal  Government  got 
into  it,  and  the  gentleman  knows  it  as 
well  as  I  do. 

Mr.  MASON.  Oh,  years  ago  we  did 
it  in  my  time. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  was  not  very  effec¬ 
tive  then. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  rise  in  support  of  this  amendment 
to  oppose  mentally  retarded  children.  I 
do  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment 
for  probably  a  different  reason  than  has 
been  expressed.  I  do  not  intend  to  be 
unduly  critical  of  the  chairman  of  this 
committee.  I  admire  him  greatly.  He  is 
a  hard  worker.  He  has  a  big  heart.  I 
enjoy  working  with  him  in  the  House. 


We  have  had  conferences  on  the  very 
things  we  are  now  discussing.  I  do  not 
mean  to  attack  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  They  have  their  troubles,  too. 
But  I  want  to  attack  broadside  a  policy 
that  has  grown  up  in  this  Government 
by  departments  that  must  be  halted. 
The  language  in  this  appropriation  bill, 
putting  it  mildly,  is  definitely  misleading, 
whether  objectively  so,  I  am  not  in  a  po¬ 
sition  to  say,  but  I  do  say  it  would  not  be 
like  my  distinguished  friend  from  Rhode 
Island  to  be  a  party  to  it. 

I  want  to  read  to  you  the  language 
that  forms  the  basis  for  $7  million: 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Office  of  Education,  including 
surveys,  studies,  investigations,  and  reports 
regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordina¬ 
tion  Of  library  service  on  the  national  level 
with  other  forms  of  adult  education;  de¬ 
veloping  library  participation  in  Federal 
projects;  fostering  nationwide  coordination 
of  research  materials  among  libraries,  inter¬ 
state  library  coordination  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  library  service  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try;  purchase,  distribution,  and  exchange  of 
educational  documents,  motion-picture  films, 
and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  ap¬ 
pliances,  articles  of  school  furniture  and 
models  of  school  buildings  illustrative  of  for¬ 
eign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of 
education,  and  repairing  the  same;  and  co¬ 
operative  research,  surveys,  and  demonstra¬ 
tions  in  education  as  authorized  by  the  act 
of  July  26,  1954  (20  U.  S.  C.  331-332) .  , 

There  is  not  a  human  being  within  the 
sound  of  my  voice  who  would  not,  on 
reading  that  paragraph,  say  it  authorizes 
$7  million  principally  for  libraries.  The 
word  “libraries”  appears  in  the  third  line 
and  the  word  “library”  is  mentioned 


And  I  was  confused  a  minute  ago 
when  the  distinguished  chaii'man  han¬ 
dling  the  bill  referred  to  the  amount  of 
money  being  used  for  the  mentally  re¬ 
tarded,  because  that  authorization  legis¬ 
lation  is  before  my  committee  now  and 
the  gentleman  has  discussed  it  with  me 
quite  a  bit. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  not  what  I 
was  talking  about. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  What  was  the  gentle¬ 
man  talking  about? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  was  not  talking 
about  training  teachers;  I  was  talking 
about  educational  research  in  the  field 
of  mental  retardation.  The  bill  for 


twice  in  the  fourth  line.  It  is  mentioned 
again  in  the  sixth  line,  in  the  eighth  line, 
and  in  the  ninth  line. 

But  when  you  come  to  the  budget  there 
is  not  a  single  word  about  libraries. 

That  I  do  not  like. 

We  have  the  library  appropriations  in 
this  bill  up  the  other  day.  Libraries  ai;p 
very  popular  in  this  country,  particularly 
rual  libraries,  but  I  cannot  for  the  life 
of  me  see  why  this  language  should  ap¬ 
pear  in  this  bill.  The  same  language  has 
been  carried  in  the  budget  and  in  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  for  3  solid  years. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Except  for  the  last 
two  lines  which  the  gentleman  read  has 
he  been  able  to  find  anything  in  the  au¬ 
thorizing  act  suggesting  any  of  these 
other  lines? 

Ml’.  BARDEN.  I  am  going  to  get 
around  to  that  now. 

I  am  chairman  of  the  paouse  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  and  Labor.  I  am  thor¬ 
oughly  fed  up  with  these  departments 
coming  down  with  a  little  harmless  bill 
containing  some  innocent  looking  lan¬ 
guage,  and  the  first  thing  you  know — 
boom.  You  have  a  million-dollar  de¬ 
partment. 

I  have  here  in  my  hand  the  little  bill 
that  started  this  particular  trouble  the 
only  one  they  refer  to,  the  act  of  July  26, 
1954.  I  have  read  it  until  I  am  dizzy; 
and,  to  save  my  life,  I  cannot  expand  my 
imagination  to  cover  what  they  have  got 
in  the  pending  bill  to  justify  this  $7 
million. 

Let  me  go  just  a  little  further.  Here 
is  a  list  of  these  projects; 


training  teachers  is  before  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  committee  and  I  hope  it  will  be 
enacted  this  year,  but  it  is  something 
else  than  what  we  have  in  the  bill  now 
being  considered.  It  authorizes  $500,000 
for  the  training  of  teachers.  There  is 
nothing  in  this  bill  that  would  allow  any 
funds  for  the  training  of  teachers.  That 
is  in  the  bill  pending  before  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  committee  now. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  want  to  say  this  to  the 
gentleman,  and  I  think  I  know  him  quite 
well:  Why  has  not  somebody  mentioned 
the  fact  that  we  were  passing  authoriza¬ 
tion  legislation  for  that  work? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  What  work? 


Program  and  firfancing 


1956  actual 

1957  estimate 

1958  estimate 

Rrogram  by  activities; 

1.  Administration  of  school  assistance  in  federally  affected  areas _ 

2.  Educational  services: 

$989,  301 

$992,  220 

25,000 
595,  006 
1,  023,  700 
283,  600 
136,  490 
220,890 
67,500 

68,  430 
513,  515 
1,020, 190 
333,  465 

$1, 075,  100 

2.8,  520 
649.  .500 

1,  264,  500 
470, 000 
149,270 
273,  OOO 

75,  870 

1.56,  380 
681,  860 

2,  3(«),  (KXI 
376,  000 

(ft)  Vocational  education . . . . 

(c)  State  and  local  school  .systems _ _ _ _ _ 

(d)  Higher  educational  institutions _ _ _ _ 

499,  «6,'i 
696,  818 
18.5,  928 
124.  2,52 
118,  79.5 
41,  737 

14, 169 
187,  927 
62.  273 
363,  613 

(g)  Legi.slative  reference _ _ _ 

3.  Research  services: 

(«)  Planning _ _ _ _ _ _ 

(6)  Research  and  statistical  services _ _ 

(c)  Projects . . . . . . 

4.  Program  direction  and  nianagemeut _ _ _ _ 

3,  224,  778 

1.5,  222 

5,  270,  000 

7,  500,  000 

Financing: 

Appropriations  (adjusted).,. _ _ _ _ _ _ ... 

3,  2441,  000 

5,  270,  000 

7,  500,  000 

(Reference,  p.  647,  1958  budget.) 
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Mr.  BARDEN.  For  this  $600,000  ex¬ 
pense  the  gentleman  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  $675,000? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  had  that  in  our 
report  2  years  ago  and  we  appropriated 
the  first  amount  last  year.  In  this  bill 
now  before  us  there  is  over  a  million 
dollars  for  that  same  purpose,  to  carry 
on  what  we  started  in  this  program, 
which  is  authorized  by  law,  in  connection 
with  research  on  these  particular  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  field  of  education. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  We  might  just  as  well 
be  frank  about  this. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  what  I  want 
to  be. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  That  Department 
knows  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor  has  not  had  these  matters  before 
it.  The  Department  knows  as  well  as  I 
know  I  am  standing  here  that  it  would 
take  a  terrifically  large  amount  of  ex¬ 
planation  and  justification  for  me  to  put 
them  into  the  business  of,  and  I  quote 
from  this  bill,  “purchase,  distribution, 
and  exchange  of  educational  documents, 
motion-picture  films,  and  lantern  “slides; 
collection,  exchange,  and  cataloging  of 
educational  apparatus  and  appliances, 
articles  of  school  furniture  and  models 
of  school  buildings  illustrative  of  foreign 
and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of 
education,  and  repairing  the  same.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  has  nothing  to 
do  with  what  I  was  talking  about.  I 
would  have  no  objection  personally  if  we 
disallowed  everything  except  “for  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Education 
as  authorized  by  law.” 

And  leaving  the  rest  out. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Let  me  say  to  the 
committee  chairman  it  ought  to  be 
knocked  out. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  does  not  mean 
hardly  anything.  They  are  so  little  that 
is  not  authorized  by  basic  law  that  it  is 
insignificant. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  What  I  am  saying  is 
that  the  whole  paragraph  does  not  serve 
any  purpose  except  to  mislead  this 
House.  That  is  all  it  does. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  has  been  in  there 
for  years,  although  it  means  almost  noth¬ 
ing  from  a  dollars  and  cents  point  of 
view. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  The  whole  picture  has 
been  changing  every  year.  In  1956  the 
appropriation  was  $3,240,000,  in  1957 
$5,270,000,  and  in  1958  $7,500,000,  and 
you  have  been  using  the  same  language 
for  at  least  3  years. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No.  We  had  it 
changed  last  year.  The  cooperative  re¬ 
search  program  was  enacted  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  committee  and  that  gave  them 
additional  responsibilities,  calling  on  us 
to  appropriate  two  or  three  million 
dollars. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  The  only  authorization 
I  can  find  under  that  at  all  is  the  one 
the  gentleman  referred  to.  Heaven 
knows,  I  never  thought  I  was  opening  up 
any  such  Pandora’s  box. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Barden)  ,  he  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  3  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  go  along  a  little  further.  The  Depart¬ 
ment — and  this  is  not  the  only  depart¬ 
ment  that  we  legislate  for  or  that  the 
committee  does — does  not  care  about  the 
legislative  committee  knowing  about 
their  business.  That  is  the  truth  of  the 
matter.  They  do  not  want  us  to  know. 

Here  is  a  report,  the  1955  report  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  I  want  to  give  you  a  little 
history  of  how  much  they  rush  down  here 
to  give  us  information.  This  report  is 
for  the  fiscal  year  1955.  It  was  sent  to 
the  President  on  December  1,  1955,  it 
was  sent  to  the  Speaker  on  December  13, 
1956,  and  sent  to  my  committee  in  1957. 
I  certainly  could  not  say  that  a  1955  re¬ 
port  would  do  me  or  my  committee  much 
good  when  the  expenditures  have  gone 
off  on  an  entirely  different  tangent. 

Now,  I  want  to  go  a  little  further  into 
this  appropriation.  They  have  some 
projects  in  here.  Here  is  one  item,  just 
borrowing  one.  By  unanimous  consent  a 
bill  went  through  this  House,  and  the 
only  reason  in  the  world  it  went  through 
the  House  was  because  the  President  had 
already  appointed  his  committee  and  we 
felt  we  did  not  want  to  embarrass  the 
President  by  stopping  the  committee 
after  it  had  been  appointed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  given  the  green  light.  That 
is  a  little  bit  further  on  in  the  bill,  the 
next  item,  I  think. 

So,  I  reluctantly  brought  it  to  the  floor 
of  the  House,  and  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow]  raised  some 
questions  about  it.  I  told  him  very 
frankly,  “I  do  not  care  if  the  bill  does 
not  pass.  I  am  not  interested  in  the 
bill  passing.”  Then  he  suggested  cutting 
it  down  some.  I  said,  “Sure,  I  will  send 
up  an  amendment  to  cut  it  down.”  That 
little  unanimous-consent  bill  now  shows 
up  with  an  ultimate  request,  I  think,  of 
$3.2  million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  believe  that 
is  the  one. 

Mr;  BARDEN.  The  President’s  com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  On  the  study  of  edu¬ 
cation  beyond  high  school? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  have  $200,000  for 
that.  They  asked  for  $300,000,  and  we 
gave  them  $200,000  and  told  them  to  end 
their  activities  at  the  end  of  this  calendar- 
year. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  You  know  they  will 
not  end  up  their  activities  this  calendar- 
year,  and  they  have  already  told  you 
how  much  they  expect  to  get  for  next 
year. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  have  a  limita¬ 
tion  in  the  bill  regarding  their  activities. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  They  will  not  wind 
up  their  activities,  and  I  think  what 
they  have  spent  and  what  the  budget 
says  they  will  ask  for-  amounts  to  $3^/2 
million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  that  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  bill. 
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Mr.  BARDEN.  Well,  let  us  go  a  little 
further,  and  I  will  clear  that  up. 

Mr.  FCXJARTY.  On  page  20  of  the 
bill  it  explains  it  pretty  thoroughly. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  No.  This  bill  does 
not  explain  anything  to  me. 

Mr.  F(X>ARTY.  Will  the  gentleman 
permit  me  to  just  read  two  sentences? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  What  is  the  gentleman 
reading  from? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  On  page  20  of  the 
bill,  regarding  the  item  we  are  talking 
about  now.  We  allow  $200,000  and  we 
say: 

Provided,  That  none  of  these  funds  shall 
be  available  after  December  31,  1957,  except 
for  liquidation  purposes. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Well,  now,  let  me  see. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  You  could  not  have 
it  any  plainer  than  that.  That  winds 
it  up. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Is  that  the  one  under 
which  it  is  justified? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  is  the  one  that 
they  were  trying  to  get  into  operation 
without  authorization,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  remember. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Oh,  yes.  I  remember 
it.  And,  they  have  really  gotten  into  it, 
and  they  are  going  to  stay  in  it  if  they 
can. 

Let  me  say  this  to  the  gentleman.  I 
am  partly  responsible  for  this  situation 
the  House  is  in.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of 
talk  here  about  “this  is  no  way  to  cut  a 
bill.”  I  would  just  turn  that  around 
and  say  “This  is  no  way  to  bring  appro¬ 
priations  before  this  House,” '  because  I 
say  in  all  sincerity  that  the  bill  is  defi¬ 
nitely  misleading.  The  items  in  this  bill 
should  be  thoroughly  gone  into  before 
a  legislative  committee.  And  they  know 
they  are  expanding  both  the  language 
and  intent  of  not  only  the  legislative 
committee  but  Congress. 

Let  me  go  a  little  further  now.  When 
I  say  I  am  a  little  responsible,  I  should 
have  gotten  all  bothered  about  this  thing 
some  time  ago  and  done  some  investi¬ 
gating.  I  am  now  preparing  some  rather 
searching  questions  that  I  am  either  go¬ 
ing  to  have  the  Department  present  the 
answers  to  me,  or  they  will  come  before 
that  committee  and  we  will  have  a  thor¬ 
ough  going  over  with  these  programs 
and  ideas. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  think  that  is  your  preroga¬ 
tive,  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  good  thing. 
But,  I  say  the  money  we  have  in  this 
bill  has  been  justified  in  the  hearings, 
and  the  language  that  he  refers  to  on 
page  19  of  the  bill,  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  if  he  would  just  leave  in  there 
the  salaries  and  expenses  for  the  Office 
of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies, 
personnel,  and  reports  authorized  by  law 
and  cut  out  the  rest,  that  would  be  per¬ 
fectly  all  right  with  me.  I  would  be 
agreeable  to  it,  because  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned  it  does  not  mean  a  thing. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Now  let  me  see.  The 
gentleman  made  some  very  beautiful  and 
fine  remarks  and  some  that  I  heartily 
subscribe  to  about  the  mentally  retarded. 
’That  department  is  not  in  a  position  to 
spend  as  much  money  as  they  are  call¬ 
ing  for,  because  the  gentleman  knows 
there  are  just  a  handful  of  experts  in 


No.  57 - 2 


4434 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


this  country  that  claim  to  know  anything 
about  it.  They  do  not  have  the  teachers, 
and  the  reason  they  want  the  bill  from 
my  committee  is  to  train  enough  teachers 
to  do  some  work.  Now,  that  is  the  prac¬ 
tical  situation.  The  cutting  out  of  this 
money  now  is  not  going  to  slow  down  or 
inconvenience  or  hurt  a  single  mentally 
retarded  child. 

What  they  are  doing  is  using  a  handful 
of  experts  to  develop  a  program  which 
is  not  now  developed  and  they  plan  to 
utilize  what  few  experts  there  are  avail¬ 
able  for  the  teaching  of  teachers  to  do 
the  job  that  you  and  I  want  done.  That 
is  exactly  what  it  is. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  cannot  agree  with 
the  gentleman.  That  is  not  the  fact. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  This  money  does  not 
go  to  teach  children. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chainnan,  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  is  absolutely  correct. 
Any  serious  study  of  the  hearings  will 
substantiate  the  argument  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina.  Many  of 
these  things  in  here  are  absolutely  falla¬ 
cious.  Some  of  the  words  I  cannot  even 
pronounce ;  A  sociopsychological  study  of 
acts  of  vandalism  in  schools. 

This  is  one  of  the  star  witnesses  to 
show  what  some  of  the  money  is  being 
spent  for. 

An  investigation  of  factors  related  to 
educational  discontinuance  of  college 
ability  high-school  seniors. 

The  hearings  state: 

In  fiscal  1957  services  are  being  extended  in 
the  teaching  of  foreign  languages,  education 
of  exceptional  children — 

That  does  not  sound  like  mentally  re¬ 
tarded  children — 

adult  education,  and  education  of  the  aging, 
guidance  and  student  personnel,  school  fi¬ 
nancing,  educational  records  and  reports. 

And  so  on. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Here  is  what  I  am 
talking  about.  When  the  gentleman 
was  talking  about  this  money,  I  request¬ 
ed  the  Clerk  to  show  me  where  it  came 
from,  and  I  have  it  here.  It  happens  to 
be  under  subsection  (c)  listed  as  “Proj¬ 
ects.”  for  which  the  amount  in  the  bill  is 
$2,300,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  want  to  cut  a 
single  useful,  valuable,  helpful,  justifi¬ 
able  project  in  that  department  too 
much.  But  the  Offlge  of  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Education  is  getting  top  ambi¬ 
tious.  It  is  having  too  much  to  do  with 
the  schools.  It  is  spreading  too  much. 
I  think  it  is  doing  things  that  you  and 
I  do  not  know  anything  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  promise 
this  House  that  if  I  am  a  party  to  cutting 
out  any  helpful,  needed,  necessai-y,  and 
wise  program,  you  will  see  my  committee 
coming  in  here  with  an  authorization 
that  will  take  care  of  it.  But  we  do  not 
like  this  kind  of  appropriation  of  tax 
money. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  is  what  the 
gentleman’s  committee  authorized  2 
years  ago  under  the  cooperative  research 
program. 


Mr.  BARDEN.  I  am  so  hurt,  so  em¬ 
barrassed  over  that — to  be  frank  about  it, 
I  am  just  ashamed  of  it,  and  this  little 
one-half-page  bill  which  I  hold  in  my 
hand  is  the  little  trick  that  did  it — right 
here.  I  did  not  know  any  more  than  a 
monkey  how  they  would  interpret  the 
language  and  expand  the  language,  but 
I  think  I  will  from  here  on. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Barden]  has  expired. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  for  5  additional  min¬ 
utes  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  de¬ 
bate  has  become  very  interesting.  I 
wonder  if  the  gentleman,  my  good  friend 
from  North  Carolina,  will  be  just  as  in¬ 
tensely  interested  when  we  get  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  is  very  similar 
to  the  amendment  that  we  defeated  yes¬ 
terday  to  cut  by  12  percent  the  amount 
for  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  in  federally-impacted  areas. 
When  that  bill  was  passed  in  1950  or 
1951  many  people  did  not  realize  how  it 
was  going  to  grow.  But  it  has  been  re¬ 
vised  and  extended  on  2  or  3  occasions 
by  unanimous  votes  ef  both  Houses  of 
Congress.  It  has  grown  because  of  au¬ 
thorizations  that  were  voted  on  in  this 
House.  If  there  are  any  changes  or  any 
disagreements  as  to  what  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  for  these  programs,  the  proper 
legislative  committee  should  hold  hear¬ 
ings  and  submit  those  recommended 
changes  to  the  House,  and  we  ought  to 
have  a  chance  to  vote  on  them. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  am  pleased  to  note  the 
Members  of  the  House  are  carefully  con¬ 
sidering  every  particular  item  and  ex¬ 
amining  and  screening  everything  so 
very  carefully.  I  hope  that  you  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  on  all  appropriation  bills. 
I  recall  what  my  friend  Bob  Rich  used 
to  say,  “Where  are  you  going  to  get  the 
money?”  At  long  last  this  House  is  econ¬ 
omy-minded  and  considering  carefully 
these  items  in  the  budget.  It  pleases 
me  and  I  am  greatly  encouraged. 

But  what  I  want  to  talk  about  is  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill.  I  just 
took  a  few  minutes  to  go  over  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  Shortly  you 
are  going  to  be  presented  with  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  as  to  whether  you  are  going  to  be 
just  as  careful  in  your  minute  screening 
of  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  as 
you  are  in  this  health,  education,  and 
welfare  appropriation  program. 

When  the  agricultural  bill  is  before 
the  House  you  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  do  some  careful  examining  and  cut¬ 
ting,  because  the  total  agricultural  esti¬ 
mates  for  1958  are  $4,953,121,617.  A  lot 
of  money.  The  regular  activities  for 
agriculture  are  $2,136,256,708;  loan  au¬ 
thorizations,  $474,500,000;  corporations. 
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$1,239,788,671;  special  activities,  $843,- 
401,238— a  total  of  $4,693,946,617.  Then 
the  permanent  authorizations  are  $259,- 
175,000.  This  makes  a  total  of  $4,953,- 
121,617.  So  you  are  going  to  get  a 
chance  now  to  screen  these  appropria¬ 
tions  and  I  trust  that  the  Members  will 
give  their  careful  attention  to  screening 
and  examining  all  parts  of  this  program. 

Let  me  point  out  Kansas  is  wheat, 
Iowa  is  corn,  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota, 
butter,  eggs  and  cheese;  Nebraska,  wool; 
California  citrus  fruits  and  wool ;  Texas, 
Alabama,  Mississippi  and  Louisiana, 
cotton;  Georgia,  soybeans,  peanuts,  and 
cotton ;  South  Carolina  and  North  Caro¬ 
lina  and  Virginia,  tobacco.  A  perfect 
agricultural  coalition.  It  will  be  inter¬ 
esting  to  see  how  vociferous  the  Mem¬ 
bers  will  become  to  cut  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriations. 

You  know,  my  Republican  friends,  up 
to  15  years  ago,  did  not  pay  much  atten¬ 
tion  to  various  agricultural  programs; 
however,  along  came  the  various  subsidy 
programs  and  then  to  get  their  nose  in 
the  trough  along  with  the  Democrats, 
and  the  coalition  between  the  two  parties 
has  been  merely  carrying  on  these  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  for  years.  It  is  a  per¬ 
fect  setup ;  however,  you  will  have  a  great 
opportunity  to  see  where  you  can  cut 
down  on  this  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  when  it  comes  before  the  House.  My 
guess  is  it  will  not  be  cut  very  much. 

I  have  been  here  day  after  day  and 
listened  to  the  debates,  listened  to  the 
corn  debate  several  weeks  ago;  very  in¬ 
teresting.  One  side  said  it  would  cost 
$250  million.  Nobody  here  was  greatly 
excited  about  it.  The  other  side  said  it 
would  cost  $900  million.  It  was  just  an 
argument  among  themselves.  They  evi¬ 
dently  fell  out,  some  misunderstanding 
between  both  sides,  rather  unusual,  as 
generally  they  are  in  full  agreement. 
Therefore,  they  did  not  get  together  be¬ 
fore  they  brought  the  corn  legislation  to 
the  House.  But  if  they  had  gotten  to¬ 
gether,  there  is  no  question  but  that  the 
bill  would  have  passed  to  give  relief  to 
the  corn  farmer  even  though  it  would 
have  cost  from  two  hundred  and  fifty  to 
nine  hundred  million  dollars.  I  do  not 
know  which  figure  would  have  been  cor¬ 
rect;  anyway  it  would  have  cost  plenty. 
There  was  great  confusion  and  misun¬ 
derstanding.  Both  sides  agreed  on  the 
principle  of  the  proposal,  except  that  one 
side  felt  it  would  appear  that  the  other 
side  was  getting  a  little  bit  more  advan¬ 
tage  and  should  have  included  other 
items  and  not  an  exclusive  corn  pro¬ 
gram.  The  debate  was  fast  and  fm-ious. 
The  consumer,  the  American  taxpayer, 
who  pays  the  bill,  was  not  even  thought 
about. 

No  thought  about  economy  such  has 
been  exhibited  in  the  health  and  welfare 
program.  It  would  appear  to  me  that 
since  the  Members  could  not  agree  on 
the  corn  program,  maybe  it  will  help  the 
economy  of  the  average  American  who 
pays  the  bill. 

The  corn  legislation  I  concluded  was 
bypassed  because  the  Members  thought 
that  one  segment  of  agriculture  was  go¬ 
ing  to  get  a  more  advantageous  position 
over  other  segments.  They  therefore 
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would  not  concede  to  each  other  and 
nothing  was  done  about  corn.  I  think 
the  farmers  will  get  along  just  the  same. 
My  friends,  when  this  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  comes  along  making 
appropriations  for  agriculture,  I  hope 
you  are  going  down  the  line  item  by  item 
and  screen  carefully  every  particular 
item,  because  I  think  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  are  rebelling  and  are  fed  up  on  taxes 
and  w'ant  some  relief  and  want  the 
budget  cut.  They  want  tax  relief.  They 
have  been  patient  and  have  been  carry¬ 
ing  this  load  for  many  years.  Let  me 
also  remind  the  House  when  the  bill 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid 
is  brought  out,  I  hope  that  it,  too, 
will  be  screened  as  carefully  as  the 
health  and  welfare.  I  do  not  see  any  of 
the  foreign  aid  thinking  group  on  the 
floor  today.  It  would  appear  they  are 
not  too  interested  in  this  particular  bill 
for  health  and  welfare;  maybe  they  are, 
I  do  not  know,  but  there  are  not  many 
around.  But  they  will  be  out  in  strength 
when  this  $4,400,000,000  foreign-aid  bill 
comes  out. 

I  trust  that  every  item  in  that  bill 
is  screened  as  carefully  as  this  health 
and  welfare  bill.  We  took  all  last  week 
and  we  are  taking  this  week  on  this 
bill.  Last  year  I  do  not  think  it  took 
but  a  couple  of  hours  to  pass  the  foreign- 
aid  bill  of  several  billions  of  dollars. 
Nobody  got  too  wrought  up  about  it.  The 
American  taxpayers  objected  but  those 
of  us  who  did  voice  our  objections  ap¬ 
peared  as  though  we  were  out  of  step. 
However,  now  the  American  taxpayers 
are  being  heard  from,  entering  their  pro¬ 
tests,  and  you  have  been  hearing  from 
them,  so  everybody  is  getting  economy 
minded,  cutting  indiscriminately  whether 
justified  or  not.  I  wond6r,  when  we 
come  to  this  agricultural  program  which 
you  have  enjoyed  and  supped  at  gen¬ 
erously  for  many  years,  and  I  refer  to 
both  sides — I  hold  no  briefs  for  either 
side  or  section  whether  it  is  tobacco,  wool, 
wheat,  corn,  cotton,  butter,  eggs,  cheese, 
or  whatever  it  is  in  the  way  of  subsidies 
programs — we  will  see  what  action  will  be 
taken.  Now,  my  friends,  we  did  not  build 
America  on  the  kind  of  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram  we  have  been  having.  We  built 
America  under  a  system  of  free  enter¬ 
prise  where  anybody  with  the  ambition, 
the  energy,  resourcefulness,  and  the 
thrift  could  go  out  and  be  successful. 
But  for  political  expediency  these  pro¬ 
grams  for  agriculture  that  have  been 
developed  may  wreck  the  economy  of 
the  country  including  the  farmer.  I 
wonder  how  many  items  in  this  agricul¬ 
tural  bill  which  will  appropriate,  it  is 
estimated,  some  $4,953,121,617,  are  going 
to  be  screened  as  you  are  screening  every 
little  item  here  in  the  health  and  wel¬ 
fare  program.  It  is  interesting  to  hear 
the  agricultural  debate,  the  bleeding  for 
the  little  farmer  and  agriculture.  In 
fact,  some  have  bled  so  much  that  they 
do  not  have  any  blood  left.  Many  of 
them  are  becoming  anemic  and  we  may 
have  to  give  them  a  transfusion  one  of 
these  days.  So  the  point  I  am  trying 
to  make  is  this:  When  you  come  to  for¬ 
eign  aid,  the  American  people  are  de¬ 
manding  that  something  be  done  about 
it.  When  you  come  to  these  subsidy 
programs  in  agriculture  and  you  get  the 


chance  to  screen  all  items  very  carefully 
and  minutely  as  you  are  now  doing,  I 
am  going  to  be  watching,  listening,  and 
checking  to  see  who  is  going  to  be  just 
as  much  interested  in  making  these  cuts 
in  the  agricultural  appropriation  and 
foreign  aid  as  you  are  in  making  cuts 
in  this  program  for  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  So 
there  is  plenty  of  work  ahead.  I  am 
merely  calling  in  a  kindly  manner,  to 
the  attention  of  the  House  the  need 
for  economy,  the  need  for  a  balanced 
budget,  the  need  for  reducing  the  taxes. 
But  do  not  indiscriminately  pick  out 
one  particular  appropriation  bill  and  go 
after  it  in  minute  detail  and  indiscrim¬ 
inately  cut  it  down  to  make  an  impres¬ 
sion  with  the  folks  back  home.  In  the 
agriculture  appropriations  bill  there  will 
be  one  particular  appropriation  alone 
for  the  soil-bank  program  and  estimated 
to  cost  $1,254,000,000.  You  know  that 
that  program  for  farm  relief  is  a  very 
worthy  item.  Whether  it  will  do  what 
it  is  intended  to,  we  will  have  to  wait  and 
see.  I  do  not  know  and  I  do  not  believe 
anybody  else  does. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hate 
to  do  this,  but  I  feel  that  this  bill  must 
be  disposed  of  so  I  must  make  a  point 
of  order  that  the  gentleman  is  not  dis¬ 
cussing  the  amendment  which  is  before 
us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  that  is  before  us  is  one  of 
many  amendments  that  have  been 
offered  and  which  is  being  very  carefully 
considered.  The  only  point  I  want  to 
make  to  my  very  distinguished  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  whom  I 
greatly  admire,  a  conscientious  hard¬ 
working  American,  who  has  devoted  him¬ 
self  to  his  duties  as  a  Representative  on 
behalf  of  the  American  people,  deserves 
our  hearty  commendations — is  that  we 
should  consider  all  of  these  appropriation 
bills  very  carefully. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  may  proceed  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 
object. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mrv  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL,  I  cannot  yield  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  inclined  to  believe 
that  if  the  membership  of  this  House  had 
taken  the  time  to  read  page  by  page  the 
hearings,  and  then  applied  that  to  the 
bill  as  it  came  before  the  House,  and  they 
understood  how  they  are  balooning  this 
organization  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  how  the  facts  are  secluded 
and  beclouded,  that  a  motion  to  return 
the  bill  to  the  committee  would  have  the 
approval  of  this  House. 

There  is  waste  in  this  bill  from  one 
end  of  it  to  the  other.  Anyone  who  will 
read  it  must  come  to  the  same  conclu¬ 
sion.  I  notice  in  one  place:  “Adequacy 
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of  funds  for  medical  research.”  And  I 
am  reading  from  the  hearings.  Mr. 
Fogarty  said: 

Mr.  Fogarty.  I  notice  In  the  press  there 
has  been  some  discussion  regarding  your 
1958  budget  as  to  whether  or  not  you  are 
maintaining  the  level  that  Congress  would 
like  to  see  maintained  as  far  as  medical  re¬ 
search  is  concerned. 

Secretary  Folsom.  Well,  the  question - 

Mr.  Fogarty.  I  noticed  that  some  people 
think  that  this  looks  like  the  1954  budget. 

Secretary  Folsom.  I  think  there  is  a  mis¬ 
understanding  there.  As  you  know.  Con¬ 
gress  gave  us  $56  million  more  leust  year  than 
we  asked  for,  $184  million  altogether,  and 
we  declared  in  a  statement  that  we  would 
maintain  the  same  high  standards  we  main¬ 
tained  before. 

Mr.  Fogarty.  I  want  to  congratulate  you 
on  that. 

Then  Mr.  Folsom  says: 

As  indicated  in  my  statement,  the  esti¬ 
mated  expenditures  were  $17214  million — • 
and  this  is  where  some  of  the  people  in  the 
Senate  have  misunderstood  our  action.  At 
that  time  the  NIH  gave  me  an  estimate - - 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
the  gentleman  is  discussing  a  portion  of 
the  bill  that  we  have  not  yet  reached. 
He  is  not  discussing  the  amendment  be¬ 
fore  us. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  can  understand  why 
the  gentleman  does  not  want  to  hear  it 
read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Now  we  come  to  med¬ 
ical  expense. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  not  proceeding  in  order.  The 
gentleman  should  confine  his  remarks  to 
the  amendment  before  the  Committee. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  am  trying  to  draw 
a  parallel  to  show  that  this  amendment 
beclouds  the  issue  and  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  the  testimony  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  should  be  given  to  the  House  be¬ 
fore  they  vote  on  this  amendment. 

I  find  further  in  reading,  and  if  I  am 
not  in  order  the  Chair  may  call  me  to 
order.  At  another  place,  discussing  this 
legislation  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  said: 

I  am  all  for  that  too,  but  I  do  not  think 
your  proposal  will  come  anywhere  near  ful¬ 
filling  the  need.  It  is  just  a  drop  in  the 
bucket  to  what  is  needed. 

Then  in  another  place - 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  gentleman 
is  not  proceeding  in  order  and  is  not 
discussing  this  amendment.  If  we  are 
ever  to  finish  this  bill  we  must  speak  to 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
must  proceed  in  order  or  take  his  seat. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  think  if  one  had  lis¬ 
tened  attentively  to  what  I  believe  to  be 
the  greatest  speech  that  has  been  made 
on  this  floor  since  this  bill  has  been 
brought  before  the  House,  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Dorn],  they  would  certainly  feel  that  the 
reduction  he  is  asking  for  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment  should  have  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  House.  It  is  amazing  to 
me  that  in  a  bill  of  this  magnitude  and 
expense,  when  there  is  a  real  opportu¬ 
nity  to  make  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of 
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government  with  reference  to  this  bill, 
that  this  House  does  not  support  this 
amendment  and  make  this  reduction. 
Now  is  the  time  for  you  who  have  been 
talking  economy  to  show  you  mean  it  by 
voting  for  this  amendment.  It  ought 
to  make  other  reductions  which  are  jus¬ 
tified,  and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  this 
is  justified.  If  you  need  further  evi¬ 
dence  I  refer  you  to  the  speech  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Barden],  certainly  a  man  dedicated  to 
the  support  and  advancement  of  educa¬ 
tion  throughout  this  land.  Certainly 
with  that  information  before  you  it  is 
time  to  vote.  I  regret  that  I  have  im¬ 
posed  thus  long  upon  you  and  I  hope  you 
will  vote  to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  DornI. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Dorn  of  South 
Carolina)  there  were — ayes  94,  noes  53. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

President’s  Committee  on  Education  Be¬ 
yond  the  High  School;  For  salaries  and  ex- 
'penses  for  the  Fh'esident’s  Committee  on 
Education  Beyond  the  High  School,  including 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings,  $2()0,000: 
Provided,  That  none  of  these  funds  shall  be 
available  after  December  31,  1957,  except  for 
liquidation  purposes. 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Shitford:  Page 
19,  line  23,  strike  out  the  paragraph  down  to 
and  Including  line  6  on  page  20. 

Mr.  SHUFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  strike  out  from  line 
23  on  page  19  to  and  including  line  6  on 
page  20.  I  would  like  to  read  the  section 
which  would  be  deleted  by  this  amend¬ 
ment: 

President’s  Committee  on  Education  Be¬ 
yond  the  High  School:  For  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  President’s  Committee  on  Ed¬ 
ucation  Beyond  the  High  School,  Including 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings,  $200,000 : 
Provided,  ’That  none  of  these  funds  shall  be 
available  after  December  31,  1957,  except  for 
liquidation  purposes. 

It  is  provided,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
none  of  these  funds  shall  be  available 
after  December  31,  1957,  except  for 
liquidation  purposes. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  Committee’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  as  stated  by 
my  colleague  from  North  Carolina,  this 
authorizing  legislation  came  to  the 
House  and  was  passed  by  consent  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  Committee 
had  already  been  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Here  are  some  of  the  objects  and  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  legislation  for  which  this 
appropriation  is  asked :  To  encourage  and 
assist  each  State  to  provide  for  a  State 
committee  on  education  beyond  the  high 
school,  composed  of  educators  and  other 


interested  citizens;  to  consider  educa¬ 
tional  problems  beyond  the  high  school 
and  to  make  recommendations  for  ap¬ 
propriate  action  to  be  taken  by  public 
and  private  agencies  at  local.  State, 
regional,  and  Federal  levels. 

Those  are  some  of  the  duties  imposed 
upon  this  Committee  on  Education  Be¬ 
yond  the  High  School. 

To  start  with  and  to  get  its  work  going, 
thqre  was  appropriated  last  year  the  sum 
of  $150,000. 

To  complete  the  work  and  liquidate, 
they  have  provided  $200,000  just  to  wind 
it  up,  and  this  my  amendment  would  take 
out. 

There  is  something  peculiar  about  this 
bill.  That  is,  there  is  provision  for  a 
supplemental  bill  or  appropriation  to 
come  in  for  $650,000  which  will  be  sub- 
mittedVto  the  House  at  some  later  date 
this  year.  Next  year  they  propose  for 
the  use  of  this  educational  committee  the 
sum  of  $2,500,000. 

This  is  a  good  example  of  how  a  pro¬ 
gram  gets  a  foothold  with  the  Congress, 
and  then  suddenly  mushrooms  into 
something  never  intended  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to 
stop  the  program  immediately  and  to 
discontinue  it  entirely.  According  to  the 
testimony  which  I  have  recently  read,  the 
educational  committee  is  to  make  a  re¬ 
port  to  the  President  by  January  1,  next 
year.  By  questions  of  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  we  learn  that  it  will 
take  the  educational  committee  6  months 
more  to  write  up  its  findings.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  sum  appropriated  in  this  act  is 
for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  20  additional 
employees  to  help  write  the  final  report. 
Some  of  them  will  get  a  salary  up  to 
$10,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  it  is 
necessary,  I  do  not  think  we  want  to 
carry  on  this  kind  of  a  program.  I  hope 
that  my  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  ShufordI. 

Mr.  (Chairman,  the  history  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  is  that  a  year  ago  the  Office 
of  Education  appeared  before  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  asking  for  $1,- 
100,000  for  this  program.  We  questioned 
the  authority  for  the  program  at  that 
time  and  they  told  us  they  did  not  have 
authority.  So  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  denied  them  the  request  for 
$1,100,000,  and  chastised  them  in  the 
report  that  we  filed  last  year  for  starting 
this  program  without  going  through  the 
regular  legislative  channels. 

They  went  to  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor.  They  got  that  com¬ 
mittee  to  favorably  report  a  bill  giving 
them  authorization.  The  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor  came  out  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  with  that  bill  and 
it  was  unanimously  passed  by  the  House 
last  year.  That  was  to  set  up  this  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond 
the  High  School. 

This  year  they  requested  $300,000  to 
complete  their  work.  The  committee  cut 
that  $100,000,  allowing  them  $200,000, 
and  wrote  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  is 
before  us  now  that  will  wind  up  their 
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affairs  by  December  31  of  the  present 
calendar  year. 

This  is  a  project  of  your  President,  it 
is  the  President’s  Committee  on  Higher 
Education.  Now  let  us  see  how  many 
Republicans  will  stand  up  and  support 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  simply 
to  give  you  the  history  of  this  project. 
This  was  started  originally  April  19, 1956, 
when  the  President  allocated  $50,000 
from  his  emergency  fund.  Shortly 
thereafter  the  administration  requested 
statutory  authority  for  $800,000  to  be 
used  as  grants  to  the  States  to  study 
the  problem  in  this  area. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  the 
subcommittee  was  informed  that  the 
original  request  would  have  to  be  amend¬ 
ed  so  as  to  provide  an  authorization  for 
funds  for  the  President’s  committee  in- 
as  much  as  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  had  refused  to  allow  the  emer¬ 
gency  fund  of  the  Pi-esident  to  be  used 
for  the  purpose  during  fiscal  1956-57. 
The  President  had  already  appointed  his 
committee.  The  committee  was  set  up. 
On  this  basis  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor  reported  the  bill  H.  R. 
12237,  including  authority  for  $800,000 
for  State  grants  and  open-ended  it  as 
to  the  Pi-esident’  committee.  The  $650,- 
000  figure  was  substituted  for  the  $800,- 
000  on  the  floor  of  the  House  to  meet 
the  demands  of  the  official  objectors.  It 
was  brought  out  that  the  Department 
had  asked  for  $300,000  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  committee;  nothing  for  the  State 
grants.  That  was  Public  Law  813  of  the 
83d  Congress,  and  it  was  a  unanimous- 
consent  bill  brought  to  the  floor  of  this 
House;  $150,000  was  appropriated  for 
the  President’s  committee  for  fiscal 
1956-57.  Nothing  was  appropriated  for 
the  State  grants  because  lio  request  was 
forthcoming. 

Now  here  is  the  current  situation. 
The  appropriation  bill  now  being  consid¬ 
ered  contains  an  item  of  $200,000  for  the 
President’s  committee  on  education  be¬ 
yond  the  high-school  level.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  for  the  State  activity, 
which  is  why  the  enabling  legislation 
was  enacted  in  the  first  instance. 

Now  here  is  the  part  that  begins  to 
give  you  a  little  warning.  The  budget 
also  notes  that  $650,000  will  be  asked 
for  later  for  the  State  programs.  See 
page  700.  In  this  connection  it  should 
be  noted  that  the  final  report  of  the 
President’s  committee  is  due  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31.  1957.  The  budget  also  notes  that 
a  new  program — pay  attention  for  this 
is  getting  serious  now — to  cost  $2.5  mil¬ 
lion  will  also  be  sent  to  Congress  later  to 
assist  the  States.  That,  I  believe,  is  on 
page  701.  Is  that  not  right?  Now,  just 
note  how  a  little  unanimous-consent  bill 
will  grow. 

Now,  should  the  Congress  approve  the 
present  request  and  the  future  proposals 
in  this  area,  the  total  cost  would  be 
about  $3,350,000.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  will  agree  that  is  an 
accurate  statement.  Now  here  they  are 
going  to  recommend — and  it  will  go  if 
this  amendment  fails;  that  is  the  tip-off 
for  the  program — they  are  going  to  rec- 
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ommend  $2.5  million  for  States  to  study 
the  problem  in  that  area  between  high 
school  and  college.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
$200,000  is  not  going  to  do  a  thing  in  the 
world  that  will  do  this  country  any  good, 
and  when  they  finish  filing  their  report 
on  December  31  they  will  not  know  any 
more  about  it  than  they  do  now,  after 
having  spent  $2,500,000.  I  sincerely 
hope  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Shu- 
ford]  will  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Barden]  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Shuford]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fogarty)  there 
were — ayes  85,  noes  47. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Assistance  to  State,  general:  To  carry  out 
the  purposes  not  otherwise  specifically  pro¬ 
vided  for,  of  section  314  (c)  of  the  act;  to 
provide  consultative  services  to  States  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  311  of  the  act;  to  make 
field  Investigations  and  demonstrations  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  301  of  the  act;  to  provide  for 
collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  mor¬ 
bidity,  and  vital  statistics;  to  provide  trainee- 
ships  pursuant  to  section  306  of  the  act; 
and  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment 
of  officials  of  other  countries  when  specifically 
authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General; 
$19,592,000. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Davis  of  Geor¬ 
gia;  On  page  22,  line  21,  strike  out  “$19,- 
592,000”  and  Insert  ‘‘$17,744,60Q.” 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  amendment  will  cut  from  this 
item  $1,847,000.  It  will  leave  the  amount 
what  it  is  in  the  current  year  plus  $153,- 
600,  which  will  approximately  take  care 
of  the  mandatory  Civil  Service  increases. 
If  it  does  not  exactly  take  care  of  that, 
what  little  may  remain  can  very  well  be 
absorbed. 

This  is  not  an  item  concerning  which 
it  can  be  said  that  we  are  cutting  off  any 
of  the  very  necessary  functions  under 
the  principal  money  item  in  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  agency  asked  for  an  increase  of 
$3  million  in  the  grants  to  the  States  for 
general  health.  We  are  all  acquainted 
with  what  that  means.  The  committee 
did  not  grant  that  $3  million  increase 
which  was  asked  but  left  that  item  where 
it  is  in  the  current  year,  at  $12  million; 
so  that  no  one  can  come  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  today  and  say  that  we  are  wreck¬ 
ing  the  principal  part  of  this  program. 
What  it  will  do  is  cut  back  the  amounts 
increased  in  this  item  on  eight  other 
activities  in  this  program  to  the  level 
where  they  were  for  the  1957  fiscal  year. 

This  does  not  affect  the  program  for 
cancer,  for  research  in  heart  trouble  or 
tuberculosis  or  arthritis,  or  for  any  of 
those  things.  You  can  take  your  bill 
here  and  look  over  on  pages  28,  29,  and 
30  and  you  will  see  that  that  is  where 
these  items  are  carried.  You  can  look 
on  page  429  of  the  hearings  and  observe 
there  the  pattern  under  which  all  of 
these  programs  and  activities  expand 


year  by  year.  If  you  turn  to  page  429 
you  will  see  that  in  the  1956  fiscal  year 
they  had  seven  activities.  In  the  1957 
fiscal  year  they  asked  for  an  increase  in 
every  one  of  the  existing  activities  ex¬ 
cept  one,  and  they  asked  for  another 
activity.  In  this  1958  fiscal  year  they 
are  following  the  pattern;  they  ask  for  an 
increase  in  eight  activities  plus  another 
new  activity.  So  the  pattern  is,  and  it 
is  followed  year  after  year,  to  ask  for  an 
increase  in  every  existing  activity  and 
then  add  a  new  activity.  That  is  the 
way  these  programs  and  activities  ex¬ 
pand  and  mushroom  year  after  year. 

The  activities  where  the  increases  are 
granted  are  such  things  as  this:  For  pub¬ 
lic  health  training.  That  was  the  new 
activity  in  the  current  fiscal  year.  They 
asked  $1  million  and  got  it  in  this  1957 
fiscal  year.  One  of  these  increases  in 
this  bill  is  to  double  that  activity,  raise 
it  from  $1  million  to  $2  million. 

Other  increases  are  for  technical  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  States,  vital  statistics,  in¬ 
ternational  health  activities,  health  of 
the  aged,  chronic  diseases,  occupational 
health,  accident  prevention,  and  then  an 
increase  in  administration. 

We  are  not  hurting  any  program  by 
holding  these  things  down  to  the  figure 
they  got  in  the  1957  fiscal  year,  and  that 
is  what  I  am  asking  you  to  do  in  this.  As 
I  said,  the  subcommittee  did  not  grant 
any  increase  in  the  $12  million  which 
they  had  this  year  in  grants  to  the  States 
for  general  health.  They  did  not  need 
any  increase  there.  The  committee  rec¬ 
ognized  it  and  did  not  give  it  to  them. 
They  did  not  give  them  the  new  activity 
they  asked  for,  which  was  for  special 
projects  in  health  of  the  aged  and 
chronic  diseases.  They  did  not  give  them 
that.  In  those  two  things  they  held  them 
down.  But  they  gave  them  increases 
in  these  others  which  are  not  needed  par¬ 
ticularly  at  this  time  when  the  para¬ 
mount  objective  ought  to  be  to  give  the 
people  of  this  country  essential  govern¬ 
mental  services  but  no  frills. 

(Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  first  attempt 
to  cut  public  health.  I  am  amazed  at 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  offering  this 
amendment  because  if  there  is  any  State 
in  the  Union  that  has  made  great  gains 
with  Federal  help  and  Federal  technical 
assistance  in  the  field  of  public  health, 
it  is  the  State  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Is  it’  not  a 
fact  that  the  State  Georgia  has  made 
this  remarkable  progress  through  our 
our  own  efforts? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Absolutely  not. 
Georgia  has  received  millions  of  dollars 
of  Federal  funds  for  public  health 
through  grants-in-aid  and  your  people 
in  Georgia  are  regularly  asking  and  de¬ 
manding  services  of  the  United  States 
Public  Health  Service  that  are  financed 
by  this  particular  appropriation. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  The  people  of 
the  State  of  Georgia  have  spent  their  own 
funds  for  this  work. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  Of  course,  they  have 
spent  some  of  their  own  funds  but  they 
have  certainly  spent  plenty  of  Federal 
funds,  too.  Just  take  the  Federal  grants 
for  venereal-disease  control  as  one  in¬ 
stance.  Georgia  got  the  lion’s  share  of 
that  public-health  appropriation  last 
year — more  than  any  other  State,  but 
1  out  of  the  entire  48.  Those  who  have 
charge  of  your  public -health  work  in 
the  State  of  Georgia  still  demand  this 
service  and  they  want  it.  They  are  not 
in  favor  of  this  cut. 

What  is  the  record  of  the  committee? 
The  committee  has  already  made  a  cut 
of  over  $5  million  in  this  1  item.  We  cut 
out  $1,500,000  of  grant  funds  for  a  study 
on  chronic  diseases  and  the  aging  be¬ 
cause  it  was  not  authorized  by  law.  We 
made  other  cuts  where  we  made  a  careful 
study.  Now  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
has  said  that  this  will  have  no  effect  on 
the  control  of  tuberculosis.  That  is  not 
so  at  all  because  some  of  these  grants 
to  States  for  general  public-health  serv¬ 
ices  are  being  used  for  the  control  of 
tuberculosis,  cancer,  mental  health,  heart 
disease,  and  many  others.  I  expect  that 
is  true  in  your  State,  and  if  there  is  any 
State  that  needs  control  of  tuberculosis, 
it  is  your  State  of  Georgia.  Now  that  is 
one  area  that  you  are  cutting  out. 

Let  me  tell  you  other  areas  that  you 
are  cutting  out  by  your  amendment.  We 
allowed  a  $1 -million  increase  for  public 
health  training.  Certainly  that  is  one 
of  the  greatest  needs  in  the  health  field 
today.  That  is  the  training  of  public 
health  personnel.  Here  you  are  getting 
up  on  the  floor  of  the  House  and  advo¬ 
cating  a  cut  in  the  most-needed  area  of 
public  health  service  in  the  country, 
that  is  the  training  of  public  health 
personnel,  which  all  the  States  are  ask¬ 
ing  for  now. 

Everyone  is  concerned  about  the 
health  of  the  aging  and  chronic  diseases. 
I  am  sure  the  gentleman  wants  to  do 
what  he  can  for  the  aged  of  our  country 
and  to  help  alleviate  the  suffering  of 
aged  people  who  have  chronic  diseases. 
The  gentleman’s  amendment  is  going  to 
cripple  that  program  because  it  would 
cut  out  an  increase  allowed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  that  purpose. 

Another  item  of  increase  they  asked 
for  this  year  was  in  the  field  of  accident 
prevention.  They  asked  for  $300,000 
increase  for  accident  prevention  work. 
The  gentleman’s  amendment  cuts  that 
out.  The  gentleman  does  not  want  the 
Public  Health  Service  to  work  with  the 
States  in  preventing  accidents  which  is 
one  of  the  leading  causes  of  death  in  the 
country  at  the  present  time.  These  are 
the  things  that  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  cut  out  of  this  bill.  This 
appropriation  that  the  gentleman  is  try¬ 
ing  to  cut  is  the  very  backbone  of  the 
Federal  public  health  service  of  this 
country.  It  has  been  successful  because 
of  the  cooperation  between  the  public 
health  service  persormel  in  the  States  and 
the  people  on  the  Federal  level.  I  think 
the  cooperation  is  excellent.  The  $12 
million  grant  item  goes  to  States  like 
Georgia  and  they  can  use  it  for  almost 
anything  they  want  to  so  long  as  it  is 
for  public  health  services.  We  do  not 
demand  that  they  use  it  for  specific  dis¬ 
eases,  because  some  States  have  more 
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acute  problems  with  one  disease  and 
other  States  with  another  disease. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  said  that  my  amendment  would 
cut  out  money  in  the  bill  for  special  proj¬ 
ects  on  health  of  the  aged  and  chronic 
diseases.  Does  the  gentleman  mean  to 
tell  the  House  that  you  put  a  nickel  in 
the  bill  for  that  item? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Under  the  direct 
operation  for  health  of  the  aged  and 
chronic  diseases,  they  asked  for  $1,200,- 
000,  an  increase  of  $650,000,  and  the 
committee  allowed  the  major  part  of  the 
increase  but  your  amendment  cuts  out 
that  increase. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Did  you  not 
cut  out  the  item  for  special  projects  of 
help  for  the  aged? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  I  said,  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  my  remarks,  we  cut  that  item 
out  because  it  was  not  authorized  by  law 
and  we  said  so  in  our  report.  As  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  we  would  have  allowed  it 
if  it  had  been  authorized  by  law,  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  You  also  said 
that  I  had  cut  out  accident  prevention. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  increase.  The 
increase  that  was  asked  for,  and  most  of 
which  is  included  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  All  I  have  cut 
out  is  the  increase. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  the  increase  is 
practically  the  whole  program.  They 
have  $51,000  this  year  and  asked  for 
$351,000  for  1958.  Accidents  are  on  the 
increase.  If  you  want  to  let  deaths  oc¬ 
curring  because  of  accidents  keep  on 
going  up  as  they  have  been,  that  is  the 
kind  of  thing  you  are  inviting  by  adopt¬ 
ing  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Bailey)  ,  Mr.  Fogarty  was  granted 
5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Is  it*  not  true  that  there 
is  a  reduction  already  made  by  our  sub¬ 
committee  of  $5,017,000  in  this  particular 
item? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  I  thought  the  committee  had 
done  a  pretty  good  job  in  reducing  this 
item.  I  was  amazed  when  we  had  an 
amendment  further  cutting  the  Public 
Health  Service  by  another  $2  million, 
and  to  make  these  cuts  in  the  ways  I 
have  mentioned. 

The  statistics  we  have  on  accidents  are 
that  accidents  are  the  No.  1  killer  be¬ 
tween  the  ages  of  1  and  34.  Almost  a 
hundred  thousand  people  were  killed  be¬ 
cause  of  accidents  in  1955.  That  in¬ 
crease  in  deaths  by  accident  is  the  rea¬ 
son  the  Public  Health  Service  has  asked 
for  an  increase  in  this  program.  That 
is  exactly  why  the  committee  allowed 
most  of  the  increase.  I  cannot  conceive 
of  this  Congress  cutting  back  a  program 
like  this  that  will  save  lives  in  the  future. 

As  far  as  chronic  diseases  in  our  ag¬ 
ing  people  is  concerned,  there  are  now 
28  million  suffei'ing  from  chronic  dis¬ 


eases.  The  annual  cost  is  $3  billion  in 
public  expenditures  and  a  loss  of  three- 
quarters  of  a  billion  man-days  produc¬ 
tion.  The  elimination  of  this  increase 
means  that  the  program  aimed  at  the 
prevention  and  control  of  those  condi¬ 
tions  will  have  to  be  cut.  I  do  not  think 
you  want  to  take  this  service  away  from 
the  aging  people  in  our  country  by  pass¬ 
ing  such  an  amendment  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  offered.  But  that  is  exactly 
what  you  are  doing  in  this  amendment. 

We  have  been  attempting  to  get  this 
administration  to  do  something  about 
the  problem  of  the  aging,  and  this  is 
one  of  the  steps  they  are  suggesting  in 
this  appropriation.  We  were  attempting 
to  give  the  Public  Health  Service  addi¬ 
tional  funds  to  try  to  find  out  what 
causes  these^  chronic  conditions  in  aging 
people  and  what  can  be  done  to  alleviate 
them. 

If  you  have  a  child  10  years  old  to¬ 
day  and  you  have  another  child  born  to¬ 
morrow,  that  child  born  tomorrow  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  live  10  years  longer  than  the 
10-year-old  child  today.  That  is  how 
fast  we  have  progressed  in  medical  re¬ 
search  in  the  past  10  years.  I  do  not 
want  to  see  that  progress  stopped,  but 
that  progress  will  be  stopped  by  this  kind 
of  amendment. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Does  the 
gentleman  want  us  to  believe  that  the 
Federal  Government  is  responsible  for 
that  progress? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  not  entirely. 
But  it  certainly  has  contributed.  When 
your  time  comes  I  am  ready  for  your 
amendments  too.  I  will  discuss,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  each  of  them  what  part  the 
Federal  Government  has  played  injre- 
search,  and  how  this  Congress  has,  for 
10  or  11  years  to  my  knowledge,  taken 
the  lead  in  appropriating  funds  for  med¬ 
ical  research,  and  as  a  result  we  can 
claim  some  credit  in  the  extension  of 
life  expectancy  of  our  citizens. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Does  not 
the  gentleman  think  that  is  the  issue, 
and  what  we  should  be  talking  about? 
There  has  been  nothing  said  on  what  this 
program  is  and  what  it  has  done. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  understood  from 
your  remarks  yesterday  that  you  will  of¬ 
fer  amendments  when  we  reach  that 
part  of  the  bill,  and  I  am  ready  to  dis¬ 
cuss  those  amendments  when  they  are 
offered. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  But  I  am 
talking  about  this  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  have  just  given 
some  statistics  and  facts  to  show  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  be  trying 
to  do  something  in  this  field  of  accident 
prevention,  for  one  thing. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  What  are 
they  doing? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  And  in  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Standards,  of  the  Department  of 
Labor,  which  I  presume  you  helped  to  cut 
the  other  day,  they  have  one  of  the  best 
records  in  the  field  of  accident  preven¬ 
tion  that  I  know  of.  They  have  been 
especially  effective  in  training  personnel 
in  the  States.  They  have  been  a  really 
big  factor  in  preventing  accidents  in  in¬ 
dustry  in  the  entire  country. 
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In  this  part  of  the  bill  we  have  a 
companion  program  in  the  Public  Health 
Service.  We  have  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  grants  to  some  institutions  for  re¬ 
search  in  this  field,  for  instance,  for 
neurological  studies  on  drivers  who  are 
repeaters  in  accidents. 

You  know,  of  course,  the  interest  that 
has  been  aroused  in  the  last  few  months 
over  the  increase  in  automobile  accidents. 
Your  Pi'esident  and  my  President  has 
taken  a  great  deal  of  interest  in  this  and 
I  feel  sure  he  would  not  want  this  cut. 
We  have  grants  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  for  that  purpose,  and  we  have 
funds  for  that  purpose  in  this  particular 
item  unless  this  amendment  passes  and 
they  are  cut  out.  As  long  as  this  program 
helps  in  any  way,  even  if  it  only  reduces 
the  deaths  by  1  percent,  even  if  it  saves 
only  that  many  lives,  in  my  opinion  it  is 
worth  all  the  millions  we  have  spent.  If 
you  want  to  put  a  dollar  sign  upon  the 
life  of  any  person  in  the  country  you  can 
do  it  but  I  am  not  going  to. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  reached  what  I 
consider  the  most  important  part  of  this 
very  important  bill.  I  confess  to  you  I 
am  deeply  concerned.  I  have  seen  Mem¬ 
bers  vote  on  questions  that  I  consid¬ 
ered  vital,  yet  they  did  not  seem  to  fully 
appreciate  the  importance  of  the  matter 
they  were  voting  upon.  I  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  as  I  have  frequently  seen  what 
has  appeared  to  me  to  be  an  absolute 
ignoring  of  the  basic  facts  in  the  case. 

I  have  been  in  this  body  a  good  many 
years;  I  have  been  here  long  enough  to 
have  formed  some  very  definite  opinions 
based  upon  my  experience.  On  the  basis 
of  what  I  have  observed  over  a  period  of 
nearly  31  years,  I  want  to  say  to  you  with 
all  the  sincerity  of  which  I  am  capable, 
that  I  have  never  seen  a  chairman  of 
any  Appropriations  Subcommittee  come 
before  this  House  so  well  prepared,  so 
able  to  answer  the  questions  that  have 
been  raised,  or  give  more  sufficient  rea¬ 
sons  and  justification  for  the  acts  of  his 
committee  than  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty].  We  have 
been  informed  that  in  his  early  days  he 
was  trained  as  a  bricklayer.  As  a  result 
of  the  fine  work  he  has  done  as  chairman 
of  this  subcommittee  I  say  to  you,  let  us 
get  more  bricklayers  in  the  House. 

The  manner  in  which  he  has  put  this 
bill  together,  the  basic  justification  for 
every  act  of  his  committee,  indicates  that 
he  knows  how  to  build  and  build  well. 
When  he  speaks,  as  he  has  done  so  fer¬ 
vently  without  undue  emotion  but  with 
deep  sincerity  in  behalf  of  these  matters 
with  which  he  is  so  familiar  after  a 
period  of  11  years  on  the  committee  and 
7  years  as  its  chairman,  it  seems  to  me 
the  least  this  House  can  do  is  to  follow 
his  leadei'ship  in  the  matter  of  these 
important  appropriations  and  particu¬ 
larly  the  subject  of  health,  the  discussion 
of  which  we  are  now  about  to  enter  upon. 
A  very  distinguished  Member  on  my  side 
of  the  House  a  few  days  ago  rose  and 
stated  that  there  have  been  speeches  that 
stirred  our  emotions,  and,  then  he  said, 
“I  want  you  now  to  stir  your  minds." 

Can  it  be  that  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people  of  this  Nation  of 
ours  there  is  to  be  no  place  for  emotion? 
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I  do  not  appeal  to  you  to  cast  all  other 
considerations  aside  and  think  only  in 
the  terms  of  emotion,  nor  do  I  want  you 
to  cast  aside  all  thoughts  of  emotion  and 
vote  and  think  merely  in  terms  of  the 
mind.  I  want  you  to  use  both.  If  you  will 
let  the  inner  feelings  of  your  hearts  stir 
your  emotions  in  these  matters  that  so 
shortly  .will  oome  before  us  under  this 
title  “Public  Health,”  and  then  use  your 
mind,  it  will  be  as  fine  a  combination  in 
support  of  the  people  of  this  Nation  and 
their  welfare  as  there  could  be. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  per¬ 
mit  me  to  remind  you  our  committee  has 
legislative  jurisdiction  of  these  questions 
of  health  from  the  authorizing  stand¬ 
point  in  most  of  the  instances  that  will 
come  before  you  in  the  provisions  of 
this  bill.  I  confess  to  you  that  in  all 
the  time  I  have  served  in  this  House 
there  has  never  been  any  work  or  service 
that  I  have  been  called  upon  to  perform 
that  has  touched  me  so  deeply  nor  in 
which  I  have  been  more  greatly  inter¬ 
ested  than  that  of  our  committee  in  its 
work  for  the  health  of  the  people  of  this 
Nation  of  ours. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  permitted  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  address 
himself  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
during  the  time  I  have  been  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  we  have  studied  and  dis¬ 
cussed  public  health  from  every  angle. 
The  motion  at  the  present  time  is  to 
amend  the  provision  to  carry  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  public  health  by  cutting  the 
appropriation.  Everything  I  have  said 
and  evei-ything  I  expect  to  say  or  do  by 
vote  or  otherwise  will  be  in  support  of 
the  appropriations  the  committee  has 
reported  to  this  House  to  promote,  main¬ 
tain,  and  support  the  Federal  health 
program  and  research  into  the  cause  and 
cure  of  the  crippling  diseases  that  con¬ 
front  our  people  today. 

During  the  time  that  I  have  been  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce,  I  have  seen  the 
activity  of  this  Government  in  these 
matters  of  public  health  increase  from 
year  to  year.  It  has  been  slow  progress 
that  has  been  made.  It  has  not  been 
nearly  as  fast  as  I  would  like  to  have 
seen  it  and  it  has  not  been  nearly  as 
thorough  in  meeting  the  need  that  has 
been  revealed  to  our  committee  in  its 
many  hearings  over  a  period  of  years. 

The  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  a  few  years  ago — I 
was  chairman  of  the  committee  at  that 
time — conducted  a  series  of  studies.  We 
had  before  us  95  of  the  most  outstand¬ 
ing  leaders  of  every  type  of  crippling 
disease  that  this  bill  refers  to  or  that 
will  be  referred  to  at  any  time  in  the 
debate  on  this  bill.  They  were  not  ordi¬ 


nary  men,  they  were  the  best  in  the 
Nation  as  heart  specialists,  they  were 
the  best  in  the  Nation  as  cancer  special¬ 
ists,  they  were  the  best  in  this  Nation 
in  the  field  of  neurology,  they  were  the 
best  in  this  Nation  in  the  field  of  mental 
diseases,  and  the  same  was  true  of  all 
the  other  diseases  of  a  crippling  char¬ 
acter  that  are  experienced  by  our  peo¬ 
ple,  young  and  old.  These  men  were 
outstanding  and  they  gave  freely  of  their 
advice  to  us  in  this  matter. 

Here  are  the  hearings  conducted  by 
this  Appropriation  Subcommittee  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  bill.  Have  those  who  voted 
against  its  provisions  read  them?  I  will 
venture  to  say  there  is  many  a  one  who 
voted  for  amendments  to  cut  appropria¬ 
tions  who  would  not  have  done  so  if  he 
had  read  the  contents  of  these  three 
books  of  hearings  covering  over  1,700 
printed  pages.  These  hearings  were 
conducted  in  a  most  dignified  way,  in  a 
most  searching  manner,  of  the  most  out¬ 
standing  physicians,  surgeons,  social 
welfare  workers,  and  laymen  with  be¬ 
nevolent  inclinations  in  this  land  of  ours. 
Their  names  are  known  not  merely  as 
leaders,  but  they  are  known  and  recog¬ 
nized  as  outstanding  leaders  in  the  sev¬ 
eral  fields  of  health  covered  by  this  bill. 
It  is  they  who  have  testified  in  behalf 
of  the  provisions  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  my  time 
is  too  short  to  say  all  I  would  like  to  say. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  I 
would  like  to  say  that  it  is  a  source  of 
great  pride  to  hear  this  distinguished 
Member,  the  dean  of  the  New  Jersey 
delegation,  make  such  a  magnificent 
speech.  He  has  always  been  an  advocate 
of  this  cause,  and  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  we  are  extremely  proud  of  him  for 
it. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  PTJLTON.  From  the  Republican 
side  from  Pennsylvania  I  would  like  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  and  say  that 
I  would  like  to  join  with  the  statement 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
and  that  many  of  us  who  have  not  spoken 
yet  thoroughly  agree  with  you. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  certain  of  the 
fact  that  there  are  on  my  side  of  the  aisle 
individuals  who,  on  the  rollcalls  on  these 
amendments,  will  be  willing,  as  somebody 
said  here  today,  to  stand  up  and  be 
cpunted,  and  it  will  be  against  the  crip¬ 
pling  amendments  that  are  being  made  to 
this  most  worthwhile  bill.  It  will  not 
be  a  case  of  just  five  of  us  standing  up, 
as  it  happened  to  be  on  one  occasion. 
There  will  be  more  than  that,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  and  if  not,  I  will  be  surprised  and 
disappointed.  I  wish  I  could  speak  in¬ 
dividually  to  the  membership  on  our  side 
of  the  aisle,  and  I  wish  I  could  speak  in¬ 
dividually  from  a  party  standpoint  and 
impress  them  with  the  fact  that  the  rea¬ 
son  our  great  President,  Dwight  D.  Eisen¬ 


hower,  made  such  a  marvelous  run 
through  every  section  of  this  land  of  ours 
was  because  of  the  fact  that  the  people 
recognized  in  him  a  man  whose  heart  was 
in  tune  with  the  people  of  this  Nation  of 
ours  and  whose  welfare  he  sought  to 
provide.  This  was  the  reason  they  voted 
for  him. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  under  consid¬ 
eration,  as  I  have  already  stated,  that 
portion  of  the  pending  appropriation  bill 
that  provides  funds  for  the  operation  of 
the  various  health  agencies  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

During  the  last  few  days  there  has 
been  manifest  a  bipartisan  effort  to  cut 
the  appropriations  that  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  made  for  the  operation  of  certain 
labor  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Labor.  In  my  opinion  not  all  of  the  cuts 
that  have  been  made  by  motions  from 
the  floor  of  the  House  were  justified. 
However,  in  each  of  these  instances  it 
has  seemed  to  me  that  such  cuts  made 
from  the  floor  and  that  were  in  addition 
to  what  the  committee  had  already  made 
were  ill  advised  and  not  justified. 

The  committee  that  prepared  this  bill 
under  the  careful  supervision  and  con¬ 
sideration  of  its  chairman,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty], 
and  brought  it  to  the  floor  of  the  House, 
has  made  a  successful  effort  to  cut  budget 
requests  whenever  the  facts  presented 
and  the  studies  made  justified  such  a 
course.  The  result  is  a  splendid  job  of 
sensible  and  carefully  considered  prun¬ 
ing.  The  result  of  the  committee’s  ac¬ 
tion  has  been  the  saving  of  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  to  the  taxpayer.  How¬ 
ever  and  notwithstanding  the  substan¬ 
tial  cuts  already  made  by  the  committee, 
we  have  seen  the  bipartisan  group,  to 
which  I  have  referred,  is  not  content 
with  the  considered  judgment  of  the 
committee,  and  this  group  from  outside 
the  committee  has  sponsored  further 
cuts  that  cannot  do  otherwise  than 
handicap  the  work  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  in  the  performance  of  duties  pre¬ 
viously  placed  upon  it  by  the  Congress. 

I  am  certain  that  our  people,  anxious 
though  they  are  for  a  reduction  in  the 
budget,  do  not  expect  unreasonable,  un¬ 
wise,  and  unjustified  cuts  to  be  made. 
I  am  anxious  to  see  cuts  that  can  be 
justified  but  not  those  which  do  not  have 
solid  reasons  to  support  them. 

In  viev/  of  what  seems  to  me  to  have 
been  a  tendency  to  make  cuts,  whether 
or  no,  in  other  provisions  of  the  bill, 
I  am  concerned  that  similar  attempts 
may  likewise  be  made  as  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  this  all-important  part  of 
the  bill.  I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly 
that  such  should  not  be  the  case. 

The  need  for  an  overall  health  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  several  research  programs 
and  other  activities  now  being  carried  on 
by  our  Government  to  prevent  and  find 
curative  means  for  many  of  the  diseases 
that  have  stricken  down  so  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  our  people  is  a  matter  of  major 
importance.  These  diseases  result  not 
only  in  great  physical  distress  but  in 
many  instances  distress  of  a  kind  that 
results  in  excruciating  pain  and  suffer¬ 
ing,  involving  great  financial  burdens 
upon  the  families  of  these  sufferei's,  and, 
finally,  only  relieved  by  death  itself. 
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I  wish  to  repeat  and  emphasize  that 
It  has  been  a  great  privilege  for  me  to 
serve  these  many  years  on  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
of  the  House  as  the  committee  which 
has  jurisdiction,  among  its  many  other 
activities,  of  considering  and  reporting 
to  the  House  programs  designed  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  health  of  our  people.  And  I 
again  repeat  there  has  l^en  no  service 
that  I  have  rendered  during  the  upward 
of  31  years  I  have  served  in  this  House, 
that  has  come  so  close  to  my  heart’s  de¬ 
sire  or  given  me  greater  pleasure  than 
the  work  of  our  committee  in  this  matter 
of  health  of  which  I  have  been  privileged 
to  have  had  a  part. 

During  these  years  I  have  seen  the 
programs  grow  year  after  year.  The 
accomplishments  have  steadily  in¬ 
creased.  At  times  it  has  seemed  slow  in 
view  of  the  great  need  that  existed. 
However,  we  can  be  thankful  that  at 
least  some  progress  has  been  made  each 
year.  To  know  the  need  as  I  do  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  my  many  years  of  contact  with 
this  subject  is  to  bring  a  large  amount  of 
happiness  for  any  forward  steps  that  are 
taken.  I  must  confess  there  have  also 
been  moments  of  unhappiness  and  dis¬ 
may  that  the  progress  made  was  so  slow. 

And,  now  I  come  to  a  point  where  I  am 
greatly  concerned  for  fear  that  the  de¬ 
sire  to  cut,  and  cut,  and  cut  in  an  effort 
to  reduce  the  overall  cost  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  has  been  manifest  in  the  past 
few  days,  may  find  expression  also  in  this 
most  humane  and  intensely  necessary 
field  of  Government  activity,  namely 
the  health  of  our  people  and  with  par¬ 
ticular  reference  to  the  research  pro¬ 
grams  that  have  been  set  up  to  study  and 
find  ways  and  means  of  preventing  and 
curing  those  many  diseases  that  in  some 
instances  are  considered  to  be  the  great¬ 
est  killers  of  mankind  and  in  all  in¬ 
stances  the  most  crippling. 

During  the  time  that  I  served  on  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  my  interest  became  so  great 
that  when  I  became  chairman  of  the 
committee  a  few  years  back  I  requested 
the  committee  to  inaugurate  a  study  of 
the  whole  subject  of  health. 

I  now  wish  to  set  forth  in  as  brief  a 
manner  as  I  can  the  extent  and  purpose 
of  the  committee  in  making  this  study 
of  the  health  needs  of  the  Nation  and  the 
resultant  legislation  that  was  proposed. 

In  the  first  place,  I  want  to  emphasize 
the  underlying  factor  that  impelled  us  to 
make  the  study,  namely,  a  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  a  long-term  illness  today 
represents  a  financial  catastrophe  to  the 
average  family.  Heart  disease,  cancer, 
tuberculosis,  arthritis,  rheumatism,  polio, 
blindness,  diabetes,  cerebral  palsy,  epi¬ 
lepsy,  multiple  sclerosis,  muscular  dys¬ 
trophy,  and  like  diseases  represent  a 
crippling  burden  even  where  the  best  in 
medical  care  is  available. 

With  this  problem,  one  of  the  most 
serious  and  important  facing  our  people 
today,  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  was,  and  continues  to 
be,  properly  concerned.  We  set  for  our¬ 
selves  the  task  of  trying  to  see  what 
might  be  done  about  it.  Thus,  we  ini¬ 
tiated  a  series  of  hearings  to  study  what 
can  and  should  be  done  to  provide  addi¬ 


tional  protection  for  our  people  against 
the  recognized  crippling  diseases  and  the 
heavy  burden — and  all  too  frequent 
financial  catastrophe — that  arises  from 
the  major  long-term  illnesses. 

The  hearings  sought  to  ascertain  what 
is  known  today  about  the  causes,  control, 
and  treatment  of  the  principal  diseases. 
We  were  concerned  specifically  with  find¬ 
ing  out  just  what  has  been  accomplished, 
how  it  has  been  accomplished,  what  the 
problems  are,  what  the  future  holds,  and 
what  additional  steps  might  be  taken  by 
way  of  research  or  other  measures  to 
hasten  relief  from  these  dreadful  dis¬ 
eases,  mitigate  human  suffering,-and  cur¬ 
tail  the  losses  wRich  disease  inflicts  upon 
our  national  economy. 

During  the  hearings  the  committee  re¬ 
ceived  extensive  testimony  on  the  pres¬ 
ent  state  of  research  into  causes  and 
control  of  some  of  these  principal 
scourges  of  mankind.  The  committee 
had  the  unstinted  and  cordial  coopera¬ 
tion  of  some  95  outstanding  and  distin¬ 
guished  physicians,  scientists,  and  lay¬ 
men  who  had  devoted  their  lives  to  re¬ 
search  in  the  fields  of  these  major  dis¬ 
eases.  They  advised  us  on  the  current 
status  of  knowledge  in  their  respective 
fields  of  endeavor  as  to  what  the  causes 
might  be  and  as  to  what  were  the  means 
of  preventing  or  curing  these  diseases,  in 
mitigating  their  effects,  and  what  further 
might  be  done  to  bring  successful  cul¬ 
mination  by  means  of  research.  Through 
these  witnesses  we  also  learned  in  great 
detail  the  extent  of  public  and  private 
efforts  to  find  the  causes  of  and  possible 
methods  to  control  diseases  of  a  crip¬ 
pling  character.  Their  testimony  pre¬ 
sented  a  dismal  catalog  of  the  magnitude 
of  the  disease  problem. 

Disease  by  disease,  the  witnesses  enu¬ 
merated  the  number  of  people  afflicted, 
the  number  of  premature  deaths,  the 
number  of  people  crippled,  the  cost  of 
illness  to  the  individual  and  has  family, 
and  the  cost  of  the  disease  to  the  Nation 
in  terms  of  lost  production,  lost  man¬ 
power,  and  the  tax  burden  for  medical 
care. 

We  were  told  that  heart  disease  is  the 
leading  cause  of  death  in  the  United 
States,  causing  more  than  1  out  of  every 
2  deaths  each  year.  It  is  the  leading 
cause  of  death  among  children,  and  ex¬ 
acts  a  toll  from  every  age  group. 

At  the  rate  at  which  we  are  acquiring 
cancer,  50  million  of  the  present  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  will  acquire 
cancer,  and  about  25  million  of  them  will 
die  from  that  disease. 

The  number  of  mentally  ill  patients  in 
the  United  States  exceeds  the  number  of 
patients  suffering  from  any  other  type  of 
disease — approximately  half  or  662,500 
out  of  1,425,000  hospital  beds  in  the 
United  States  were  needed  and  used  at 
that  time  for  this  group  of  illnesses. 

Cerebral  vascular  disease,  while  caus¬ 
ing  some  160,000  deaths  yearly,  is  more 
serious  as  a  permanent  crippler,  leaving 
1,800,000  now  alive  and  crippled,  para¬ 
lyzing  the  body,  or  seriously  limiting  the 
powers  of  movement,  speech,  and  vision. 
The  other  neurological  and  sensory  dis¬ 
orders,  similarly  affecting  the  brain  or 
spinal  cord,  are  responsible  for  the  dis¬ 
ablement  of  another  8,200,000  persons. 
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There  are  300,000  men,  women,  and 
children  in  the  United  States  who  are 
totaly  blind,  and  300,000  more  have  visual 
defects  so  serious  as  to  create  partial  or 
almost  total  disability. 

Arthritis,  with  a  total  of  10  million  vic¬ 
tims  as  of  that  day  and  with  over  1  mil¬ 
lion  permanently  disabled,  afflicts  more 
people,  cripples  and  disables  more  people, 
and  brings  more  pain  to  more  people  than 
any  other  chronic  disease. 

There  were  at  least  1  million  known 
diabetics  in  the  country  at  that  time. 

At  that  time  more  than  250,000  Amer¬ 
icans  of  working  age  alone  were  unable 
to  work  because  of  active  tuberculosis. 

During  the  years  1938-52,  302,677  cases 
of  poliomyelitis  were  reported  in  the 
United  States  and  its  Territories.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  same  years  20,916  deaths  were 
caused  by  this  disease.  The  estimate  for 
1953  was  35,000  cases.  We  may  thank 
God  that  as  a  result  of  research  a  remedy 
has  been  fovmd  that  will  greatly  reduce 
this  annual  toll. 

However,  the  testimony  of  these  wit¬ 
nesses  was  not  all  gloom. 

They  also  outlined  for  us  the  tre¬ 
mendous  progress  which  has  been  made 
in  reducing  the  illness  and  death  rate 
from  certain  diseases,  particularly  those 
of  infectious  nature.  Infectious  diseases 
have  diminished  as  a  national  problem, 
for  with  the  identification  of  the  causes 
of  these  diseases  it  has  been  possible 
to  develop  means  of  prevention,  control, 
and,  when  the  diseases  occur,  their 
prompt  and  curative  treatment.  All  of 
this  has  been  greatly  aided  by  the  re¬ 
search  programs  that  have  been  carried 
on. 

In  the  case  of  noninfectious  diseases, 
improvement  has  not  been  so  marked. 
There  has  been  an  actual  increase  in  the 
incidence  of  and  death  rate  from  these 
diseases,  especially  those  classed  as 
chronic.  One  of  the  principal  difficulties 
is  lack  of  knowledge,  knowledge  about 
the  causes  of  these  principal  diseases 
from  which  mankind  suffers  today. 
Without  such  knowledge,  the  prevention, 
control,  or  cure  of  any  disease  is  im¬ 
possible. 

From  the  testimony  these  distin¬ 
guished  witnesses  gave  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  it  did  not  seem  that  adequate 
treatment  was  available  for  such  afflic¬ 
tions  as  heart  disease,  cancer,  arthritis, 
and  rheumatic  disorders,  cerebral  palsy, 
and  muscular  dystrophy.  For  example, 
the  physician  knows  that  after  an  attack 
of  coronary  thrombosis  or  a  cerebral 
hemoi’rhage  he  can  aid  the  patient  by 
treating  symptoms,  but  he  cannot  pre¬ 
vent  or  cure  the  disorder.  If  he  does  not 
fully  understand  the  underlying  causes 
of  these  ailments  he  is  not  able  to  elimi¬ 
nate  them.  Similarly,  he  may  completely 
remove  a  malignant  growth  by  surgery  or 
slow  its  growth  by  X-ray  treatment.  But 
if  these  treatments  are  not  conyjletely 
successful,  as  is  too  frequently  the  case, 
the  physician  is  unable  to  do  much  more 
than  to  provide  palliative  treatment. 
He  does  not  know  the  causes  of  tumor 
growth  and  he  is  thus  unable  truly  to 
conquer  it. 

While  it  Is  obvious  that  in  some  of 
these  fields  we  do  not  yet  know  how  we 
may  provide  a  complete  cure,  nor  in 
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others  do  we  know  just  what  we  are  fight¬ 
ing,  research  activities  already  have  pro¬ 
duced  marvelous  results  in  the  preven¬ 
tion  and  treatment  of  some  of  them. 
And  we  may  be  well  along  the  road  to  a 
solution  in  some  of  them. 

However,  it  is  all  too  evident  that  at 
the  present  time  these  diseases  continue 
to  be,  and  probably  will  continue  to  be 
for  some  time,  a  tremendous  burden 
upon  the  families  of  our  Nation  as  they 
attempt  to  meet  the  costs  of  providing 
the  medical  care  which  long-continued 
illness  places  upon  them.  Indeed,  the 
very  fact  that  we  are  now  able  in  some 
degree  to  treat  many  of  these  diseases 
and  prolong  human  lives  but  increases 
the  problems  of  an  economic  nature. 
Extended  hospitalization  and  medical 
attention  prove  exceedingly  costly,  and 
such  costs  are  mounting. 

What  families  today — with  one  of 
their  number  suddenly  stricken — can  af¬ 
ford  from  their  own  resources  to  pay 
$4,380 — the  amount  given  to  us  as  the 
possible  cost  involved  in  the  hospital¬ 
ization  of  a  chronic  heart  patient  for 
1  year;  or  the  monthly  cost  at  a  cere¬ 
bral  palsy  center  offering  the  full  range 
of  medical,  psychological,  and  social 
services,  averaging  as  much  as  $750  per 
child ;  or  the  heavy  cost  per  year  in  keep¬ 
ing  a  seriously  involved  polio  case  in  an 
iron  lung? 

Or,  if  from  their  own  resources,  and 
those  of  relatives,  they  can  meet  the 
costs  of  such  illness,  at  what  cost  to  them 
in  financial  readjustment,  lowered 
standard  of  living,  interrupted  school¬ 
ing,  uprooted  children,  loss  of  lay  away 
for  old  age,  or  assumption  of  the  bread¬ 
winner’s  role  by  someone  else? 

Does  not  all  this  encourage  and  in¬ 
spire  us  to  greater  efforts  in  the  field 
of  research?  Does  it  not  impel  us  to 
greater  activity?  Does  it  not  cause  the 
red  blood  in  our  veins  to  course  stronger 
and  more  irresistibly  to  provide  every 
possible  means  to  find  ways  and  means 
of  dealing  with  these  crippling  condi¬ 
tions?  The  answer  is  “Yes.”  The  way 
to  do  it  is  support  the  appropriations 
now  before  us;  all  of  them;  and  as  fully 
as  recommended  by  this  illustrious  com¬ 
mittee.  The  work  that  has  been  done 
by  John  Fogarty  and  his  committee  de¬ 
serves  our  full-hearted  support. 

Let  us  start  to  show  om’  appreciation 
of  their  work  by  defeating  this  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  which  is  the  opening  wedge  for 
others  to  follow.  The  purpose  of  all  of 
which  is  to  cut  down,  curtail  and  ham¬ 
per  the  work  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  great  field  of  promoting  the  health 
of  our  people. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  permitted  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  it  seems  to  me  that 
when  we  take  more  than  10  minutes  at 
this  stage  of  the  proceedings  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill  by  one  Member, 


that  it  is  asking  just  a  little  bit  too  much, 
and  I  must  object. 

(Mr.  WOLVERTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  to  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  first  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Wolverton]  and  also  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty] 
for  the  defense  of  this  public-health  ap¬ 
propriation.  Following  debate  on  this 
bill  for  the  past  few  days,  it  makes  me 
wonder  if  we  are  not  losing  all  sense  of 
values.  I  cannot  think  of  anything  more 
important  to  our  country  than  the 
health,  education,  and  welfare  of  our 
people.  To  cripple  programs  like  this, 
programs  which  are  so  essential  to  the 
national  welfare,  in  my  opinion,  is  the 
worst  kind  of  false  economy. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  in  recent 
weeks  to  meet  with  the  deans  and  direc¬ 
tors  of  the  schools  of  public-health 
groups  of  our  country.  They  are  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  doing  a  tremendous  public 
service.  They  are  devoted  servants  to 
the  cause  of  public  health.  Every  one 
of  them  could  get  a  much  better  income 
or  salary  in  private  practice.  They  are 
concerned  over  the  lack  of  adequate 
training  facilities  in  the  public-health 
field.  We  ought  to  be  talking  about  im¬ 
proving  the  service.  The  challenge  to 
us  certainly  calls  for  nothing  less  than 
the  money  asked  for  in  this  bill  for  pub¬ 
lic-health  service.  I  consider  the  pub¬ 
lic-health  training  program  an  essential 
part  of  the  fight  against  crippling  dis¬ 
eases. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
to  the  gentlman. 

Mr.  CORBETIT.  I  would  like  to  ask  if 
it  is  not  the  gentleman’s  opinion  that 
instead  of  condemning  these  agencies 
for  adding  new  functions  and  new  ac¬ 
tivities  that  we  should  say,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  people  are  dying  and  suffer¬ 
ing,  that  they  are  not  advancing  them 
with  a  rapidity  that  would  be  good  for 
the  counti'y. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
think  the  gentleman,  my  friend  and  col¬ 
league  from  Pennsylvania  is  exactly 
right.  We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  to¬ 
day  about  the  big,  bad  Federal  bureauc¬ 
racy.  It  is  not  time  we  start  watching 
the  financial  bureaucracy  and  the  oil 
bureaucracy.  Only  last  week  financial 
interests  were  very  effective  in  killing 
the  Patman  resolution  calling  for  a 
probe  of  fiscal  and  credit  policies.  For 
the  last  few  days  selfish  interests  have 
been  pressing  the  fight  to  cripple  these 
essential  welfare  programs. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman,  my  colleague 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  PULTON.  I  want  to  join  the 
gentlemen  in  recommending  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  these  appropriations  for  our 
health  and  welfare  services.  I  should 


like  to  point  out  that  under  ^  these 
amendments  there  would  be  $12  million 
cut  from  Pennsylvania  for  people  who 
need  advice  on  employment,  people  who 
are  over  40,  who  cannot  get  jobs.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  should  continue  to  maintain 
services  of  that  kind.  I  want  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  gentleman  on  his  statement. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  We  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  are  very  much  concerned  and  we 
want  these  services  to  continue.  I  think 
it  is  about  time  that  we  think  of  human 
values. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Davis  1 . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Davis  of  Geor¬ 
gia)  there  were — ayes  62,  noes  79. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Davis  of 
Georgia  and  Mr.  Fogarty. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
77,  noes  80. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Grants  and  special  studies.  Territory  of 
Alaska:  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
conduct,  in  the  Service,  and  to  cooperate  with 
and  assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  investiga¬ 
tion,  prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of 
diseases,  and  the  establishment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  health  and  sanitation  services  pur¬ 
suant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in 
sections  301,  311,  314  (^thout  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (d),  (f),  (h),  and 
(j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  371 
of  the  act,  including  the  hire,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft,  and  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  build¬ 
ings,  $2,165,000. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  to  serve  notice 
on  the  House  that  there  will  be  no  more 
extensions  of  time  today. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction:  For  payments  under  section  6  of 
the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended, 
$50  million,  to  remain  available  only  until 
June  30,  1959. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fisher:  On 
page  strike  out  lines  1  through  4. 

Mr.  FISHER'  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
know  how  we  will  fare  on  this  amend¬ 
ment.  From  the  standpoint  of  the 
amount  of  money  involved,  it,  of  course, 
is  the  most  important  one  that  has  been 
offered  because  it  will  strike  out  $50  mil¬ 
lion,  a  very  substantial  amount.  I  know 
I  have  been  approached  by  telephone 
and  otherwise  several  times  today  asking 
me  not  to  offer  it.  I  know  if  it  is  adopt¬ 
ed,  the  district  I  represent  will  receive 
con^derably  less  money  in  Federal 
grants  in  the  next  year  than  would 
otherwise  be  the  case.  I  know  the  same 
is  probably  true  of  every  Member  here. 
So  I  am  quite  aware  of  the  situation.  I 
think  it  is  important  that  we  understand 
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the  issue  and  that  each  of  us  vote  as  we 
see  fit.  As  I  say,  this  amendment  would 
save  $50  million  in  1  year.  It  is  a  saving 
that  can  be  achieved  without  having  an 
adverse  effect  on  public  welfare  or  on  our 
national  defense.  Therefore,  it  meets 
the  President’s  criteria  in  respect  to  re¬ 
ducing  the  budget  and  it  responds  to  the 
public’s  demand  that  we  here  now  take 
bold  steps  toward  reducing  Federal 
spending.  If  this  amendment  is  adopt¬ 
ed,  it  means  that  Federal  grants  to  towns 
and  cities  over  the  Nation  to  pay  for  their 
sewer  systems  will  not  be  made  next  year 
except  out  of  the  committed  funds  or  the 
obligated  funds  included  in  the  current 
appropriation.  That  means  less,  as  I 
say,  in  Federal  grants  to  each  congres¬ 
sional  district.  Let  me  talk  for  just  a 
moment  because  I  think  it  is  most  impor¬ 
tant  that  we  understand  the  issue  and 
the  background  of  it.  Section  6  of  the 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  authorizes 
outright  grants  to  cities  and  towns  in 
accordance  with  a  Federal  formula. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FISHER.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  MORANO.  What  is  the  maxi¬ 
mum  population  that  a  city  or  town 
must  have  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  get  a 
grant? 

Mr.  FISHER.  There  is  no  limitation. 
There  is  a  formula  which  provides  that 
at  least  50  percent  of  the  $50  million  an¬ 
nually  must  go  to  those  of  125,000  or 
under.  There  are  other  provisions  which 
I  will  go  into,  but  I  am  afraid  the  5-min¬ 
ute  rule  is  going  to  stop  me  before  I  get 
started.  I  was  going  to  ask  for  another 
5  minutes  to  try  to  explain  this  more 
thoroughly. 

Mr.  MORANO,  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Anyway,  section  6 
which  we  adopted  2  years  ago,  and  which 
some  voted  for  and  some  voted  against, 
and  I  was  one  who  voted  against  it — 
but  it  was  enacted.  I  think  Members 
were  generally  under  the  impression  at 
that  time  that  section  6  was  associated 
rather  directly  and  closely  with  the  pre¬ 
vention  of  stream  pollution.  Many 
thought  it  was  a  stream-pollution  bill. 
But,  in  actual  practice,  as  can  be  deter¬ 
mined  if  a  study  of  the  grants  were  made, 
and  I  am  familiar  with  a  limited  number 
of  them,  that  those  that  have  been  eligi¬ 
ble,  at  least  some  of  them,  are  located 
away  from  running  streams.  Two  towns 
in  my  district  qualified  and  have  been 
given  grants  and  I  am  sure  there  are  at 
least  20  and  possibly  30  others  in  my 
district  that  can  qualify.  Some  are  on 
streams  and  some  are  not.  So  being  lo¬ 
cated  on  a  stream  is  not  necessarily  an 
essential  in  order  to  qualify  for  a  grant. 
So  in  actual  practice,  this  is  a  Federal 
grant  to  localities  to  help  them  pay  for 
one  phase  of  maintaining  local  utilities 
and  services.  It  could  just  as  logically 
in  practice  be  used  to  help  pay  for  street 
improvements,  for  city  park  improve¬ 
ments  or  for  school  construction  or  any 
other  utility  or  any  other  service  that  an 
organized  municipality  functions  for. 
In  other  words,  every  town  has  a  sewer¬ 
age  system — they  either  have  one  or  are 
planning  one.  It  is  just  as  essential  a 


function  as  building  streets  or  providing 
courts  and  so  on. 

Probably  10  or  15  percent  of  the  bonds 
sold  are  used  to  pay  for  sewage  systems. 
Of  course,  if  Uncle  Sam  comes  in  and 
makes  a  donation  to  help  on  these  serv¬ 
ices,  they  will  be  able  to  devote  more 
money  to  streets  and  schools  and  so 
forth.  It  is  one  of  many  essential  parts 
of  the  public  service  that  is  provided  by 
various  municipalities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  only  proper  that 
any  municipality  which  can  qualify 
apply  for  aid  under  section  6.  The  Con¬ 
gress  appropriated  $50  million  to  be  spent 
this  year.  Every  city  and  town  must 
pay  its  pro  rata  part  of  the  taxes  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  money — whether  they  get  any 
of  it  back  or  not.  It  is  being  spent  some 
place,  and  it  is  certainly  proper  that  any 
eligible  city  make  application  if  it  so 
dsires. 

But  my  amendment  deals  with  the 
broad  principle  involved  in  having  the 
Federal  Government  hand  out  grants, 
not  loans,  all  over  the  country  to  help 
people  pay  for  one  of  their  local  services. 
And  I  am  talking  about  a  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  is  in  dept  to  the  tune  of 
$278  billion.  And  I  am  talking  about  a 
Federal  Government  that  is  faced  with  a 
$71.2  billion  budget  this  coming  fiscal 
year — the  highest  in  the  peacetime  his¬ 
tory  of  this  country. 

Is  it  any  wonder  that  people  all  over 
this  country  have  become  gravely  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  magnitude  of  Federal 
spending?  Is  it  any  wonder  that'  they 
are  calling  on  the  Congress  to  reduce, 
reduce,  reduce?  Is  it  any  wonder  that 
in  my  own  State  of  Texas  the  State 
legislature  recently  memorialized  the 
Congress  to  take  drastic  steps  in  reduc¬ 
ing  the  spending? 

Now  the  only  way  to  reduce  is  to  re¬ 
duce.  Do  we  really  and  honestly  mean 
to  do  something  about  it,  or  do  we  just 
want  to  talk  about  it? 

Actually,  practically  any  town  or  city 
in  the  country  can  qualify  for  this  type 
of  Federal  grant.  It  does  not  necessarily 
deal  with  emergency  or  unusual  prob¬ 
lems.  It  has  general  application,  under 
the  formula  with  respect  to  amounts 
that  will  be  given. 

This  program  penalizes  communities 
which  take  care  of  their  own.  It  is  an 
example  of  the  kind  of  thing  the  Federal 
Government  should  not  be  doing. 

As  absurd  as  it  may  sound,  this  pro¬ 
gram  requires  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  approve  criteria  under  which 
Federal  grants  may  be  made  to  localities 
for  construction  of  necessary  sewer 
treatment  works. 

If  there  is  one  remaining  thing  which 
localities  should  do  for  themselves,  it 
should  be  to  provide  for  necessary  sew¬ 
age  disposal. 

But,  here  is  a  Federal  appropriation 
for  $50  million  to  be  passed  out  in 
grants — not  loans— for  this  purpose. 

It  is  another  program  encouraging 
State  and  local  governments  to  come  to 
Washington  with  their  hands  out. 

It  results  as  a  penalty  on  citizens  of 
conmiunities  who  pay  their  taxes,  sell 
their  bonds,  and  take  care  of  their  own 
local  needs. 


April  2 

The  program  was  started  this  year 
under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act.  The  original  appropria¬ 
tion,  for  fiscal  year  1957,  was  also  $50 
million.  The  budget  estimates  actual 
expenditures  this  year  of  $7  million.  It 
estimates  also  remaining  $43  million  will 
be  carried  over  into  fiscal  year  1958  as  an 
obligated  balance. 

Of  the  new  $50  million  appropriation 
requested  for  1958,  and  provided  in  this 
bill,  it  is  estimated  that  $26,500,000  will 
be  spent  in  the  coming  year,  with  the 
remainder  to  be  carried  forward  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  fiscal  year  1959  or  some 
subsequent  year. 

Elimination  of  this  new  appropriation 
will  not  affect  any  obligations  made 
against  the  original  $50  million  up  to 
June  30 ;  it  would  simply  prohibit  further 
obligations  against  the  new  appropria¬ 
tion. 

Funds  appropriated  for  these  grants 
are  allocated  to  States  and  Territories 
on  the  basis  of  population  and  economic 
need.  Within  these  allocations  grants 
for  specific  projects  may  be  made  up  to 
30  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  project,  or 
up  to  $250,000,  v/hichever  is  the  smaller. 
At  least  50  percent  of  funds  appropriated 
go  to  communities  of  125,000  population 
or  less. 

Approval  and  priority  of  construction 
projects  is  established  by  a  State  agency 
on  the  basis  of  financial  and  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  needs.  Projects  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  conform  to  the  “State  Compre¬ 
hensive  Water  Pollution  Control  Plan.” 

In  approving  projects,  “the  Surgeon 
General  of  the  United  States  considers 
the  propriety  of  Federal  aid  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  criteria  approved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  public  benefits  to  be  derived 
by  the  construction,  the  relation  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  to  the  public  interest 
and  necessity,  and  the  adequacy  of  pro¬ 
vision  by  the  applicant  for  proper  and 
efficient  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  treatment  works  after  completion  of 
the  construction.” 

This  detail  is  cited  as  the  kind  of  red- 
tape  in  which  localities  become  involved 
when  they  take  money  from  taxpayers 
in  other  communities,  through  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  to  provide  for  their 
own  “necessaiy”  sewage  disposal. 

It  would  seem  this  is  one  thing  they 
could  do  for  themselves,  without  both¬ 
ering  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  fix  the  criteria.  It  is  no  wonder  tax¬ 
payers  all  over  the  country  are  rising 
up  against  this  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  $50  mllion  which 
can  and  should  be  saved.  The  country 
will  go  along  just  as  well  without  this. 
The  cities  and  towns,  once  they  learn 
they  cannot  go  with  hat  in  hand  to 
Washington  for  some  funds  to  contri¬ 
bute  to  their  local  responsibilities,  will 
arrange  to  solve  and  pay  for  their  own 
sewage  problems,  just  as  they  do  with 
respect  to  their  streets,  parks,  schools, 
and  the  other  local  services  which  mu¬ 
nicipalities  are  obligated  to  furnish  to 
the  local  people. 

Let  us  act  instead  of  just  talk  about 
economy.  Let  us  do  something  about 
nonessential  spending.  The  American 
people  want  to  know  if  we  really  mean 
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business  about  reduced  spending.  Here 
is  a  chance  to  give  them  the  answer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  LMr.  Fisher]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  gentleman  spoke  about  Federal 
loans  for  highways  and  waterways  agri¬ 
cultural  grants  and  every  other  sort  of 
grants — a  grant  is  a  grant.  Even  if  we 
did  make  a  grant  to  clean  our  polluted 
streams  and  purify  and  clean  up  our 
waters,  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  much 
difference.  It  is  just  as  important  to 
clean  up  our  polluted  streams  as  it  is  to 
build  highways,  and  highways  I  agree 
are  important. 

But  let  us  not  depreciate  this  particular 
project  and  its  purposes.  This  very 
amendment  offers  and  opportunity  to 
clean  up  our  waters  for  the  use  of  the 
people  of  our  Nation.  This  amendment 
to  reduce  the  funds  for  this  program 
is  one  that  the  House  should  carefully 
consider,  as  it  concerns  one  of  our  great 
resources,  water.  The  water-pollution 
conti-ol  and  water-supply  program  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  is  a  natural-re¬ 
source  program.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
important  resource  programs  in  the 
whole  Federal  Government.  I  under¬ 
stand  it  takes  nothing  away  from  the 
agencies  and  programs  of  the  Eiepart- 
ment  of  Interior  or  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

I,  might  say  that  we  are  fortunately 
blessfed  with  great  water  resources.  They 
must  be  conserved  and  protected.  It  is 
not  economy  to  permit  the  waste  and 
destruction  of  vital  natural  resources. 
Too  long  we  have  permitted  the  waste 
and  destruction  of  our  natural  waters 
to  go  unchecked.  Too  long  we  have  ne¬ 
glected  pollution  control  at  the  expense 
of  the  national  economy  and  the  public 
welfare. 

Now,  what  is  the  cost  of  pollution? 
The  cost  is  to  be  measured  in  lost  busi¬ 
ness  and  industrial  opportunities.  How 
many  communities  have  had  to  turn 
away  new  industries  because  of  inade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  clean  water?  The  cost 
is  to  be  measured  in  damages  to  farmers 
because  they  cannot  use  the  waters  of 
riparian  streams  for  livestock  water  or 
irrigation. 

The  cost  is  to  be  found  in  destroyed 
wildlife,  in  lost  recreational  opportuni¬ 
ties,  and  declining  public  morale.  All  of 
these  factors  can  be  as  depressing  to  the 
economy  as  the  direct  loss  of  industrial 
and  agricultural  production  through 
short  water  supplies. 

The  market  for  real  estate  collapses 
along  the  banks  of  a  polluted,  sewage¬ 
laden  stream.  The  cost  is  to  be  counted 
in  declining  real-estate  values. 

Then  we  must  consider  the  health  val¬ 
ues  along  streams,  particularly  in  metro¬ 
politan  areas  of  the  United  States.  Peo¬ 
ple  to’day  are  demanding  that  they  have 
clean  streams  and  pure  water  in  their 
areas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  economy  in 
destroying  natural  resources.  The  only 
outcome,  when  we  do  neglect  our  re¬ 
sources,  is  depression,  distress,  and  the 
decline  of  our  natural  wealth  and  wel¬ 
fare. 


I  might  say  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  it  costs  money  to  clean  up 
pollution.  We  must  pay  the  bill  now, 
and  future  generations  must  pay  the  bill, 
because  we  have  I'efused  in  the  past  to 
make  the  outlays  necessary  to  keep  our 
waters  clean. 

We  have  been  blessed  with  great  water 
resources  in  this  great  Nation  of  ours. 
With  the  great  increase  of  millions  in  our 
population,  the  demands  and  pressure 
for  more  and  clean  water  become  greater. 
I  am  sincere  when  I  say  to  the  House 
today  that  in  my  opinion  it  is  a  wise 
investment  of  the  taxpayer’s  dollar.  We 
must  pay  the  bill.  Our  children  and 
grandchildren  will  pay  the  bill  or  perish. 
The  Nation  cannot  survive  without 
water.  We  have  evidence  of  this  all  over 
the  world,  where  water  resources  have 
been  neglected.  We  must  protect  our 
available  water  resources  today. 

The  Nation,  I  want  to  say,  cannot  pros¬ 
per  without  natural  resources,  especially 
water;  and,  certainly,  we  want  to  clean 
up  these  dirty,  polluted,  unhealthy,  un- 
sanitai’y  waters  and  streams  and  give  the 
American  people  the  benefit  of  that  great 
natural  resource  that  we  have  neglected 
so  long — pure  water. 

Vote  carefully  on  this.  This  is  a  con¬ 
servation  issue.  The  people  of  America 
are  aroused  that  something  be  done  to 
clean  up  these  dirty  streams  and  give 
them  the  pure  water  to  which  they  are 
entitled. 

It  is  entirely  up  to  you.  I  shall  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  PRICE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment,  or  to  any 
other  amendment  to  cripple  the  long 
overdue  water  pollution  control  pro¬ 
gram.  I  yield  to  no  Member  of  this  body 
in  my  opposition  to  waste  and  to  unnec- 
essai-y  cost  in  Government.  But  there 
is  another  kind  of  waste  that  is  even  more 
deadly. 

I  refer  to  the  waste  of  our  natural 
resources. 

In  the  long  run  this  kind  of  waste  can 
spell  the  ruination  of  our  national 
strength  and  prosperity. 

We  are  dealing  here  with  the  most 
vital  and  most  basic  of  all  our  natural 
resources — water.  I  need  not  remind 
this  body  that  the  water  supply  situation 
in  this  Nation  has  indeed  become  criti¬ 
cal. 

We  are  proud  of  dur  growth  and  in¬ 
dustrial  development  in  America.  We 
look  forward  to  continued  progress.  But 
water  shortages  can  well  bring  our  pro¬ 
gress  to  a  rude  halt.  All  our  spectacular 
growth  and  the  spectacular  new  demands 
of  cities,  of  industry  and  agriculture  for 
more  water  have  to  be  considered  against 
the  cold  fact  that  we  have  no  increase 
in  overall  water  supply. 

As  a  matter  of  alarming  fact,  our 
water  reserves  are  dwindling.  Under¬ 
ground  water  tables  are  falling  in  many 
States.  Wells  and  springs  are  failing. 


Watersheds  are  yielding  mud  and  floods 
instead  of  steady  supplies  of  clean 
water — due  to  land  misuse. 

Our  cities  and  industries  have  been 
building  waste-treatment  works — but 
the  trouble  is,  they  haven’t  been  build¬ 
ing  them  fast  enough.  We  are  still  los¬ 
ing  vital  water  supplies  to  pollution 
faster  than  we  are  reclaiming  them. 

From  1920  to  1955  the  amount  of  hu¬ 
man  sewage  escaping  untreated  into  the 
streams  and  watercourses  of  America 
increased  by  30  percent.  Today  the 
amount  of  raw  city  sewage  escaping  into 
public  waters  is  equal  to  the  wastes  from 
55  million  people. 

The  lag  in  industry  is  even  greater.  In 
1920  the  industrial  wastes  being  dumped 
untreated  into  our  streams  was  equal — 
in  damaging  effect — to  the  sewage  from 
49  million  people.  Today  it  amounts  to 
the  sewage  from  110  millions. 

Pollution  makes  water  unusable.  It 
kills  fish  and  wildlife.  It  destroys  re¬ 
creational  opportunities.  It  causes  new 
industry  to  look  elsewhere  for  plant  sites. 
It  depresses  real  estate  values.  It  en¬ 
dangers  public  health.  In  short,  it  crip¬ 
ples  America. 

Last  year,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congress 
first  took  realistic  action  in  facing  up 
to  this  critical  problem.  We  passed  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  660.  The  Natural  Resources 
Council  of  America,  and  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  in  their  reporting 
services,  ranked  Public  Law  660  among 
the  2  or  3  most  important  conservation 
achievements  of  the  84th  Congress.  In 
the  field  of  water  resources,  according 
to  the  federation,  it  was  the  most  im¬ 
portant  action  of  the  last  Congress. 

The  first  abatement  action  under  the 
new  law  was  recently  completed.  A  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  was  held  in  the  case  of  oil- 
well  drainage  polluting  the  interstate 
waters  of  the  Corney  Creek  system  in 
Arkansas  and  Louisiana.  The  offending 
oil-well  operators  were  ordered  to  clean 
up  their  pollution.  They  have  agreed  to 
comply. 

Many  polluting  industries  watched 
the  Corney  Creek  case  as  a  test  of  the 
teeth  in  the  new  law.  I  wonder  if  the 
outcome  of  that  case  has  anything  to  do 
with  attempts  being  made  now  to  cripple 
the  program. 

I  understand  the  head  of  the  natural 
resources  department  of  the  United 
States  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  been 
working  against  this  appropriation.  I 
wonder  if  that  fact  has  anything  to  do 
with  the  attitude  of  some  ,of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  are  supporting  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Public  Law  660  was 
passed  by  this  body  in  the  84th  Congress 
by  a  record  vote  of  338  yeas  to  31  nays. 
Some  of  my  colleagues  have  been  quick 
to  claim  credit  for  getting  it  passed. 
They  were  good  conservationists  during 
the  campaign  last  fall.  I  wonder  if  they 
are  as  strong  for  conservation  now,  when 
it  comes  time  to  vote  the  money  to  make 
the  pollution-control  program  work? 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  conservation 
program.  "We  cannot  afford  continued 
waste  of  a  vital  natural  resource.  This 
amendment  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  PRICE. ,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  FISHER.  I  would  like  to  advise 
the  gentleman  that  is  the  first  informa¬ 
tion  I  have  had  about  that.  The  cham¬ 
ber  may  have  contacted  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  but  it  did  not  contact  me. 

Mr.  PRICE.  The  chamber  has  con¬ 
tacted  many  Members.  I  am  not  saying 
that  the  gentleman  is  anything  but  sin¬ 
cere  in  his  presentation  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  do  say,  however,  I  am  unal¬ 
terably  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  may  say  that  I  have 
been  contacted  by  the  chamber  of  com¬ 
merce  against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  think  many  Members 
have  been. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  The  letter  from  the 
chamber  of  commerce  and  the  report 
shows  their  opinion  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  PRICE.  It  is  a  known  fact  that 
there  have  been  many  contacts  made 
with  numerous  Members  of  Congress  in 
opposition  to  this  very  worthwhile,  es¬ 
sential,  and  necessary  program  for  the 
preservation  of  our  water  resources  in 
this  country.  I  urge  may  colleagues  to 
vote  down  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
refreshing  and  very  encouraging  to  ob¬ 
serve  the  professed  interest  on  the  part 
of  many  of  our  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  in  reducing  Government 
expenditures.  For  years  and  years, 
when  their  party  was  in  complete  con¬ 
trol  of  both  the  executive  branch  and  the 
Congress,  we  operated  under  unbalanced 
budgets,  we  constantly  added  to  the  na¬ 
tional  debt,  and  periodically  increased 
taxes  to  meet  the  rising  cost  of  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Admittedly,  the  budget  submitted  by 
the  President  is  a  sizable  one,  but  it  must 
be  noted  that  it  is  a  balanced  budget, 
with  an  estimated  surplus  to  apply  on 
the  national  debt.  Suddenly,  and  not¬ 
withstanding,  we  find  the  spenders  of 
yesteryears  protesting  most  vigorously 
against  the  proposed  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  on  programs  they  themselves 
initiated,  which  many  of  us  on  my  side 
of  the  aisle  opposed. 

The  provision  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  provides  for  an  appropriation  of 
another  $50  million  of  Federal  grants  to 
municipalities  to  erect  sewage-disposal 
plants.  Why  is  this  item  in  the  budget, 
and  why  is  this  item  in  this  bill?  It  is 
because  the  Congress  itself,  over  the  op¬ 
position  of  the  administration  and  over 
the  opposition  of  my  side  of  the  aisle, 
wrote  into  a  bill  to  extend  the  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  an  entirely  new 
program  as  provided  by  section  6. 

There  is  no  question  as  to  the  value 
and  the  need  for  the  water  pollution  con¬ 


trol  program  as  a  whcfle.  That  is  not  in 
issue.  The  sole  matter  in  issue  is  with 
respect  to  section  6  of  the  act  pertaining 
to  Federal  aid  to  States  and.mimicipal- 
ities  for  water-treatment  plans. 

When  we  had  the  bill  to  extend  the 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  before  us, 
on  June  13,  1956,  our  side  of  the  aisle 
made  a  vigorous  effort  to  have  section  6 
eliminated.  It  was  pointed  out  at  that 
time  that  it  represented  an  entirely  new 
grant-in-aid  program,  that  it  would  be 
costly,  and  that  it  constituted  something 
that  municipalities  could  and  should  do 
for  themselves  without  Federal  financial 
assistance. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gregor]  led  the  fight  to  strike  section  6 
from  the  authorization  bill.  Failing  to 
accomplish  this  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  when  the  bill  was  read  for  amend¬ 
ment,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McGregor]  offered  a  motion  to  recommit 
with  instructions  to  eliminate  the  sec¬ 
tion.  There  was  a  record  vote.  It  will 
be  found  on  page  9240  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  June  13,  1956. 

I  voted  for  a  motion  to  recommit  and 
eliminate  section  6.  Most  of  those  sup¬ 
porting  the  motion,  165  of  us,  were  from 
my  side  of  the  aisle.  Most  of  those  op¬ 
posing  the  motion,  213,  were  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle. 

I  am  for  economy  in  government.  I 
have  always  been  for  economy,  and  I 
have  always  voted  for  economy.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  budget  submitted  to  us  can  and 
should  be  reduced,  and  I  have  been  con¬ 
sistently  voting  for  cuts.  If  you  are  for 
economy,  you  do  not  simply  talk  it  and 
then  vote  otherwise. 

If  the  expenditures  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  to  be  reduced,  we  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  must,  first  of  all,  stop  initiating  new 
projects  and  programs,  such  as  was  done 
in  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
Secondly,  we  must  postpone  projects  or 
programs,  however  meritorious,  that  are 
not  of  an  urgent  necessity.  Thirdly,  we 
must  examine  every  item,  evaluate  its 
relative  merits  in  relation  to  other  items 
and  the  overall  budgetary  situation,  with 
a  view  to  reducing  expenditures  to  the 
extent  possible,  and  with  a  view  to  elimi¬ 
nating  completely  the  proposed  expendi¬ 
tures  not  necessary. 

Now,  here  is  an  opportimity  to  elimi¬ 
nate  a  $50  million  expenditure  that  is  not 
necessary.  It  should  never  have  been  au¬ 
thorized  last  year.  There  is  no  reason 
whatever  why  the  Federal  Government 
should  be  providing  funds  to  States  and 
municipalities  to  erect  waste-disposal 
plants.  For  the  most  part,  the  States  and 
municipalities  are  better  able  financially 
than  the  Federal  Government  to  meet 
this  local  need. 

Here  is  a  chance  to  vote  for  economy. 
If  we  strike  this  section  from  the  bill  we 
will  save  $50  million  for  the  next  fiscal 
year  and  many,  many  millions  more  in 
the  years  ahead. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry  that  this 
amendment  has  been  offered.  I  thought 
it  was  agreed  last  year  when  we  passed 
Public  Law  660  that  we  engaged  in  a  con¬ 
tract  with  the  States  of  the  Union  to  the 
effect  that  we  would  participate  in  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  providing  $50  million  annually 
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for  a  period  of  10  years  and  that  the 
States  would  match  that  $50  million  by 
some  $150  million  annually  and  con¬ 
struct  projects  to  abate  the  pollution  of 
•their  streams. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  look  for  one 
moment,  if  you  will,  at  the  total  invest¬ 
ments  that  the  United  States  has  made 
in  its  various  water-resource  programs. 
Up  to  the  present  time  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  has  voted  and  appro¬ 
priated  over  $14  billion  to  utilize  one  of 
the  greatest  natural  resources  that  we 
have  in  this  country,  water,^  So  often, 
Mr.»  Chairman,  l  have  noticed  that  in 
times  of  low  waterfiow  we  here  in  the 
Congress  express  fear  and  apprehension 
of  what  will  happen  to  the  economic  sit¬ 
uation  of  our  communities  if  we  do  not 
establish  a  wise  and  prudent  program 
concerning  the  use  of  our  water. 

Now,  we  have  made  a  contract  with 
the  various  States  of  the  Union.  The  en¬ 
thusiasm  by  which  the  States  have  ac¬ 
cepted  this  program  is  indicated  by  the 
number  of  applications  that  have  been 
received  by  the  Public  Health  Service. 
The  author  of  the  amendment,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Fisher]  must 
have  been  unmindful  of  the  fact  that 
from  his  State  of  Texas  alone  there  have 
been  probably  more  applicants  to  become 
beneficiaries  of  this  program  than  from 
any  other  State  in  the  Union.  There  are 
some  37  applications  from  the  State  of 
Texas,  and  the  total  cost  of  those  pro¬ 
grams  is  in  excess  of  $10  million.  I  can¬ 
not  think  of  any  State  where  the  neces¬ 
sity  is  greater  than  in  the  State  of  Texas 
for  the  wise  use  of  water  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  quality  as  well  as  the  quantity 
of  the  water. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  FISHER.  The  gentleman  from 
Alabama  has  pointed  out  that  in  the 
State  of  Texas  applications  have  been 
filed  which  would  result  in  a  total  cost 
of  programs  of  some  $10  million. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  said  ap¬ 
proximately  $10  million.  At  the  rate  of 
$10  million,  if  approved,  that  would 
mean  in  excess  of  $30  million  expended 
in  joint  enterprises  of  various  commu¬ 
nities  in  the  State  of  Texas  and  the 
Federal  Government  to  improve  the 
quality  of  their  water.  That  is  in  a  State 
where  water  users  are  already  having 
difficulties  and  where  the  Federal  ex¬ 
pense  is  very  great  in  the  building  of 
dams  for  the  impounding  of  water  for 
the  purpose  of  conserving  the  water  that 
is  now  going  to  waste. 

Mr.  FISHER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  would  like  to  suggest  to 
him  that  I  do  not  speak  for  the  State  of 
Texas.  I  am  only  one  who  is  from  that 
State.  But  speaking  for  myself,  I  think 
we  are  willing  to  forego  that  $10  million 
in  an  effort  to  reduce  Federal  spending. 
And  if  the  State  of  Alabama  and  other 
States  will  join  with  Texas  in  this  effort, 
then  we  will  be  able  to  do  something 
about  cutting  this  budget. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  appreciate  the  generosity  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  in  being  willing 
to  forego  great  water  resources,  but  I 
recall  that  very  recently  the  gentleman 
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from  Texas  was  intensely  earnest  and 
zealous  concerning  appropriations  for 
the  purpose  of  drought  relief  in  the 
State  of  Texas.  I  assume  that  this 
drought  relief  was  made  necessary  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  we  did  not  have 
sufficient  water  supplies  to  be  able  to 
make  proper  utilization  of  the  water  by 
the  farmers  in  the  State  of  Texas. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  does  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Then  I  take  it  the 
gentleman  associates  this  kind  of  legis¬ 
lation  and  this  kind  of  Federal  aid  with 
that  having  to  do  with  emergencies  such 
as  disasters? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Of  course 
I  do,  for  I  find  there  is  no  distinction 
between  the  quantity  and  the  quality  of 
water.  I  think  it  is  of  paramount  im¬ 
portance  not  only  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
'ernment  in  its  expressed  policy  of  con¬ 
serving  our  natural  resources,  but  also 
to  the  States  in  helping  to  implement 
this  program  of  water  conservation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

Mr.  MASON.  •  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  sincere  in  my 
opposition  to  this  amendment  and  I  want 
particularly  to  take  issue  with  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Abends]  who  contended 
that  this  is  a  problem  primarily  for  the 
cities  and  municipalities.  I  would  re¬ 
mind  the  gentleman  that  water  does  not 
stay  within  one  municipality.  We  in 
Pittsburgh  and  western  Pennsylvania  are 
presently  spending  many  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  sewage-disposal  plants.  If  the 
rivers  above  us  are  not  controlled  in  the 
same  way  our  efforts  are  valuable  only 
to  the  people  downstream  from  us. 

Also,  I  would  remind  the  gentleman 
that  rivers  do  not  stay  within  any  given 
State.  They  cross  into  other  States. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  there  is  one  place 
where  the  Federal  Government  properly 
should  encourage  the  municipalities  and 
the  States  to  do  a  job  for  the  general 
welfare  of  all  the  people  of  the^United 
States  it  is  in  this  program. 

Further,  I  would  like  to  point  out  in 
regard  to  the  argument  which  the  previ¬ 
ous  gentleman  was  making  and  the  dis¬ 
tinction  he  was  making  between  an 
emergency  program  and  a  continiung 
program,  that  the  University  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh  has  issued  studies  proving  that 
the  loss  from  disease  and  death,  as  well 
as  the  resulting  economic  loss  because  of 
low  water  and  polluted  water,  is  greater 
than  the  loss  from  floods.  You  have, 
therefore,  a  continuing  emergency  in  the 
condition  where  we  are  polluting  our 
streams  either  with  industrial  wastes  or 
human  wastes.  It  does  not  make  any 


difference.  This  is  a  proper  program. 
It  is  a  program  we  need.  We  should 
have  had  it  long  ago. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  would  certainly  have 
no  disagreement  with  the  gentleman  as 
to  water  pollution.  I  do  not  think  any¬ 
one  in  the  House  does.  The  question  I 
raise  is  that  this  does  not  affect  the 
Water  Pollution  Act.  What  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about,  based  on  the  information  they 
gave  me  downtown,  is  that  the  amount 
provided  here  is  to  help  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  sewage  plants,  which  the  cities 
themselves  could  do  and  have  been  do¬ 
ing  in  years  past. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  No,  I  would  take  issue 
with  the  gentleman.  Our  rivers  have 
become,  particularly  in  smnmer,  simply 
open  sewers.  There  is  no  other  word  to 
describe  them.  Industrial  pollution  is 
not  nearly  as  detrimental  as  that  is. 
So  what  would  happen  if  Wheeling, 
W.  Va.,  proceeded  with  a  fine  program  of 
waste  disposal  and  the  city  of  Pittsburgh 
did  not?  You  would  be  polluting  that 
city,  just  the  same  as  up  in  Oil  City  they 
would  be  polluting  Pittsburgh. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CORBETTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  would  say  there  are 
about  25  or  30  small  communities  of  from 
10,000  to  25,000  population  above  the  city 
of  Pittsburgh,  all  emptying  their  sewage 
into  the  Allegheny  River  and  going  on 
down  to  Pittsburgh  for  your  water  sup¬ 
ply. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  It  costs  us  millions  of 
dollars  to  clean  that  water  up  before  we 
can  use  it. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
permit  me  to  call  attention  to  what  the 
President  said,  since  he  mentioned  the 
President’s  program,  this  is  what  he  said 
in  his  state  of  the  Union  message: 

The  whole  matter  of  making  the  best  use 
of  each  drop  of  water  from  the  moment  it 
touches  our  soil  until  it  reaches  the  oceans, 
for  such  purposes  as  irrigation,  flood  control, 
power  production,  and  domestic  and  indus¬ 
trial  uses  clearly  demands  the  closest  kind 
of  cooperation  and  partnership  between  mu¬ 
nicipalities,  States,  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Through  cooperation  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  authorities  in  these  vast 
projects  we  can  obtain -the  economy  and 
efficiency  of  development  and  operation  that 
springs  from  a  lively  sense  of  local  respon¬ 
sibility. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  contribution.  I  am  sure  he 
agrees  with  me  that  this  is  a  proper 
Federal  expenditure. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Certainly  it  is  a  prize 
investment  of  the  taxpayers’  money. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  NEAL.  The  gentleman’s  area  is 
in  the  7  or  8  States  which  have  an  in¬ 
terstate  compact,  Pennsylvania,  New 
York,  and  so  forth.  Does  not  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  enable 
these  small  areas  to  borrow  as  much  as 


a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars  to  make 
plans  to  build  these  sewage  plants? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  am  sure  it  does.  I 
am  sure  this  program  is  to  stimulate 
activity  along  that  line,  because  many 
of  these  communities  simply  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  borrow.  They  need  some  Fed¬ 
eral  help  and  assistance  in  order  to  he}p 
those  that  are  not  able  to  help  them¬ 
selves. 

(Mr.  HOLLAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
very  much  surprised  to  find  objections 
to  appropriating  $50  million  to  be  used 
in  grants  to  municipalities  to  assist  them 
in  building  waste- treatment  works. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  moneys  which 
could  be  spent  more  wisely  to  clean  out 
the  pollution  which  is  poured  into  our 
streams  through  human  waste,  than  this 
amount  of  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  objections  of  clean¬ 
ing  up  our  streams  is  nothing  new  to 
me.  I  fought  this  battle  for  many  years 
in  the  house  of  representatives  and  in 
the  senate  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.  I  was  the  original  spon¬ 
sor  in  1937  of  legislation  that  made  pos¬ 
sible  the  existing  Ohio  River  Valley  Pure 
Stream  Compact  that  is  now  a  law  and 
working  successful!  throughout  the  en¬ 
tire  Ohio  River  Valley. 

When  this  legislation  was  introduced, 
the  same  arguments  which  are  used  to¬ 
day  were  used  then.  Industry  had  their 
stooges  to  fight  this  compact  and  point 
oht  the  exorbitant  expense  it  would  en¬ 
tail,  although  what  we  were  doing  was 
trying  to  clean  out  the  pollution  that 
many  of  these  industries  had  poured  into 
the  river  over  the  years. 

Cities  and  local  municipalities  are  the 
creation  of  the  State  legislators  of  the 
48  States.  They  are  limited  to  their  tax¬ 
ation  and  their  expenditures.  In  many 
cases,  no  new  taxes  can  be  levied  or 
charges  made  for  service  unless  it  is 
through  special  legislation  by  their  State 
Legislature.  For  this  reason,  many  local 
municipalities  have  been  backward  in 
building  disposal  plants  and  still  permit 
their  sewers  to  pour  forth  pollution  and 
disease,  and  even  death,  into  the  very 
waters  that  we  drink. 

I  differ  with  those  who  say  this  is  a 
local  expense  because  rivers  do  not  stop 
at  the  boundary  of  the  local  municipality 
or  the  boundaries  of  the  State.  The 
lower  municipalities  on  the  rivers  may 
build  costly  disposal  plants,  but  this  will 
not  correct  the  pollution  of  their  waters 
for  if  municipalities  upstream  do  not  do 
the  same  thing,  the  lower  municipalities 
will  still  receive  the  same  filth  they  spent 
so  much  money  to  eradicate. 

This  is  a  job  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  encourage.  This  is  a  job  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  should 
share  the  cost. 

All  of  us  are  for  economy.  We  are  also 
for  progress.  And  all  of  us,  I  am  sure,  do 
not  want  to  practice  economy  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  very  people’s  health  we  have 
the  honor  to  protect. 

There  is  another  side  to  this  problem 
and  that  is  a  moral  obligation  of  a  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  local  municipality. 
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Nineteen  hundred  and  fifty-six  was  an 
election  year  and  every  Member  who  was 
in  this  House  had  an  eye  on  votes.  We 
passed  this  bill  which  created  the  con¬ 
tract  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  local  municipality  for  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  the  disposal  plants.  We  made  a 
definite  promise  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  match  the  local  munici¬ 
palities  with  dollars  to  pay  for  them. 

Many  municipalities  took  our  word  and 
made  great  plans  and  spent  considerable 
money  in  surveys,  engineering  expense, 
and  have  drawn  up  proposals  for  the 
building  of  the  actual  plants.  Now,  we 
say  to  them  that  our  word  was  merely  the 
word  of  a  politician  before  election.  We 
have  no  intention  to  carry  out  our  part 
of  the  contract. 

Water  is  one  of  our  greatest  resources. 
With  the  increase  in  population  and  the 
increase  of  industry,  the  supply  of  water 
is  going  to  be  one  of  our  big  problems. 
We  are  being  warned  day  after  day  we 
should  conserve  water  as  well  as  to  stop 
its  pollution.  Are  we,  the  Members  of  the 
85th  Congress,  going  to  go  down  in  the 
history  of  this  country  as  not  only  break¬ 
ing  our  word  with  our  constituents  in  our 
municipalities  but  of  contributing  to 
stopping  the  progress  which  is  being 
made  in  cleaning  up  our  streams?  Your 
vote  will  decide  that  answer. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  last  session 
of  Congress  I  had  the  pleasure,  honor, 
and  privilege  of  serving  on  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  this  House.  In  the 
course  of  my  service  on  that  committee 
I  think  one  of  the  most  vitally  important 
pieces  of  legislation  brought  out  by  that 
committee  and  by  this  Congress  was  the 
Water  Pollution  Act  of  last  year. 

We  have  heard  a  good  many  people 
rise  on  the  floor  of  this  House  and  tell  us 
that  this  program  of  making  Federal 
grants  to  the  States  is  not  important. 
Let  me  tell  you  how  important  it  is. 

During  the  early  1930’s,  there  was  a 
period  when  pollution-control  programs 
and  the  construction  of  facilities  for  the 
control  of  pollution  and  the  elimination 
of  waste  from  our  streams  kept  pace  with 
the  growth  of  our  population  and  actual¬ 
ly  exceeded  it.  To  that  extent,  at  least, 
we  were  able  to  clean  up  the  streams  of 
our  country,  which  had  become  filthy, 
open,  stinking  cesspools.  From  that 
time  until  passage  of  the  water-pollution 
bill,  because  of  the  war,  and  because  of 
the  diflaculties  of  municipalities  in  secur¬ 
ing  credit,  we  had  reached  the  point 
where  we  no  longer  kept  pace  with  our 
population  and  with  our  programs  for 
cleaning  up  our  streams.  What  is  pollu¬ 
tion?  Pollution  is  death.  It  is  disease. 
It  is  filth.  It  affects  the  fisherman.  It 
affects  the  hunter.  It  affects  the  con¬ 
servationist.  It  affects  the  picnicker. 
But,  more  than  that,  it  affects  the  people 
in  the  cities,  in  the  towns,  in  the  farms, 
and  in  the  villages.  When  you  vote 
against  this  proposal,  you  are  breaking 
faith  with  what  the  Congress  did  during 
the  last  session  and  you  are  breaking 
faith  with  the  people  and  with  the  mu¬ 
nicipalities  who  are  going  ahead  in  this 
field  and  who  are  attempting  to  clean  up 
these  streams  by  establishing  and  creat¬ 


ing  these  pollution -control  facilities  to 
eliminate  the  foul,  filthy  waste  from  our 
streams.  It  has  been  said  that  this 
money  can  and  might  be  used  for  other 
purposes.  It  cannot  be  used  for  other 
purposes.  The  law  says  it  must  be  used 
for  the  construction  of  facilities.  The 
Surgeon  General  is  watching  this.  The 
program  is  working  well.  Recently  I  had 
the  privilege  of  questioning  the  Surgeon 
General  as  to  how  this  program  was 
working  when  he  appeared  before  the 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Com¬ 
mittee.  He  said  it  was  working  wonder¬ 
fully  well,  and  that  admission  was  made 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Surgeon 
General  opposed  this  program  during 
the  last  session  of  the  Congress. 

Municipalities  which  had  never  done 
a  thing,  even  though  under  court  order 
are  now  cleaning  up  their  pollution. 
This  bill  works.  Streams  rise  in  one 
State  and  flow  to  the  sea.  A  stream  goes 
through  many  other  States  hnd  each  of 
the  States  and  the  people  along  its  banks 
use  that  water.  Everyone  is  hurt  by 
pollution  in  a  river.  When  you  pay  to 
clean  up  that  water  with  Federal  funds, 
you  pay  not  necessarily  for  your  own 
waste  but  for  the  waste  upstream.  Each 
payment  you  make  is  buying  for  your¬ 
self  and  for  your  neighbors  and  for  your 
friends  and  for  your  children  good,  clear 
water.  This  program  has  resulted  in 
over  a  25  percent  increase  in  starts  in 
municipal  sewage  control  plants. 

Mr.  GAVINT  Ml’.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  The  President  also 
stated  in  his  state  of  the  Union  message, 
may  I  point  out  for  the  benefit  of  my 
colleagues : 

Until  such  a  partnership  is  established 
on  a  proper  and  logical  basis  of  sharing 
authority,  responsibiiity  and  costs,  our 
country  will  never  have  the  full  productive 
use  of  water  that  it  so  obviously  needs  and 
protection  against  disastrous  floods. 

So  the  President  is  in  accordance  with 
this  program. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  agree  with  my  col¬ 
league  and  compliment  him  for  a  good 
statement.  What  does  this  program  do? 
We  spend  $50  million  a  year.  The 
streams  of  this  country  are  so  bad  today 
that  they  are  corroding  bridges,  boats, 
canal  locks.  They  are  eating  away  the 
concrete.  People  spend  millions  to  get 
pure  water  or  to  purify  polluted  water. 

Drive  along  the  rivers.  Drive  along 
the  Potomac  and  smell  the  dirty,  filthy 
sewage  that  flows  through  our  Nation’s 
Capital — the  beautiful  Potomac  River. 
Only  22  percent  of  the  cost  of  these 
structures  is  Federal  money.  The  bal¬ 
ance  is  State  money.  Less  than  a  quar¬ 
ter  of  the  money  which  goes  into  any 
municipal  plant  on  the  overall  average 
is  Federal  money  and  the  balance  is 
State  money.  What  we  are  doing  is 
greasing  the  wheels.  The  municipali¬ 
ties  for  the  first  time  in  many  years  are 
fina,lly  beginning  to  go  out  and  finally 
beginning  to  construct  the  municipal 
sewage -disposal  plants  which  we  need 
so  badly.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to 
one  thing.  In  1948,  the  late  Senator 
Taft — and  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  on 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  honor 
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his  name  as  I  do — was  the  author  of  a 
sewage-control  bill.  Money  was  author¬ 
ized  in  that  sewage-control  bill  for  grants 
to  States.  That  bill  and  those  provi¬ 
sions  never  worked.  The  reason  was 
that  Congress  never  appropriated  the 
money.  ^ 

The  effect  of  that  failure  by  Congress 
was  to  hold  up  and  cause  real  delay  by 
States  and  municipalities.  Here  the 
amendment  before  us  seeks  to  create  the 
same  situation.  Yes,  it  seeks  to  have 
the  States  wait  for  funds,  which  Con¬ 
gress  is  too  niggardly  to  supply.  In  that 
will  be  the  failure  of  the  water-pollution 
bill,  and  in  that  will  be  the  failure  of 
this  Congress. 

A  program  which  is  working  well  is 
being  attacked  by  an  unwise  and  im¬ 
provident  amendment.  It  is  up  to  the 
Congress  to  keep  this  money  in  the  bill 
and  to  strike  down  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes, 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  spending 
of  $50  million  in  Federal  funds  in  this 
area  would  accomplish  nothing  that  will 
not  be  accomplished  without  the  funds. 
In  other  words,  I  am  personally  con¬ 
vinced  there  will  not  be  a  single  sewage 
disposal  plant  built  in  the  United  States 
today  that  would  not  be  built  if  we  did 
not  appropriate  the  funds.  I  had  the 
opportunity  of  signing  $6  million  worth 
of  sewage  disposal  bonds  a  year  or  so  be¬ 
fore  I  came  to  the  Congress  in  my  own 
community.  We  are  paying  the  whole 
bill.  If  you  want  to  make  it  retroactive, 
then  we  would  like  to  get  a  little  bit  of 
this  money  too. 

I  have  some  communities  in  my  own 
district  who  are  at  the  present  time  in 
line  for  receiving  money  from  Federal 
aid  for  their  sewage  disposal  plants.  I 
say  that  this  $50  million  and  that  we 
appropriated  last  year  has  done  more 
to  deter  the  solving  of  the  stream  pollu¬ 
tion  problems  than  anything  else.  Why 
do  I  say  that?  Simply  for  this  reason: 
that  communities  are  waiting  and  wait¬ 
ing  to  see  how  many  Federal  dollars  they 
can  get.  They  will  have  to  float  bonds 
to  pay  the  difference.  Just  a  fraction  of 
the  difference  in  the  interest  bond  rate 
and  a  slight  rise  in  construction  costs 
will  wipe  out  every  benefit  they  could 
possibly  receive  from  Federal  money,  as 
far  as  these  sewage  disposal  plants  are 
concerned. 

I  find  nothing  here  that  cannot  be 
taken  care  of  on  the  local  level  or  the 
State  level.  Our  Michigan  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Commission  has  the  law  by  which 
they  can  require  local  communities  to  do 
the  job  themselves.  There  is  no  reason 
why  we  should  spend  $50  million  to  do 
the  job.  We  are  all  for  cleaning  up  our 
streams.  I  do  not  know  of  anyone  who 
is  not  in  favor  of  having  adequate  laws 
to  force  local  communities  to  do  the  job. 
But  to  give  them  money  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  not  the  solution. 
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You  will  not  solve  the  problem  that  way 
at  all. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  DingellI  spoke  of  greas¬ 
ing  the  wheels.  When  we  grease  the 
wheels  in  this  instance,  where  does  the 
Federal  Government  get  the  money  to 
grease  the  wheels? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  We  have  to  take 
it  from  the  same  people  we  are  going 
to  give  it  back  to. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chaii’man,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Irrespective  of  what 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gavin]  says  about  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  vigorously  opposed  this  program? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  That  is  exactly 
right.  I  do  not  think  he  was  talking 
about  this  subject  at  all.  He  was  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  large  flood- control  and 
multipurpose  projects. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  administration  came  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  two  occasions  and  said  they 
were  not  in  favor  of  it? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  That  is  correct. 
I  made  it  clear  in  my  district  that  I  did 
not  vote  for  the  authorization  of  the  $50 
million,  because  I  thought  it  was  not  in 
their  best  interests.  'Even  though  they 
are  in  line  for  some  of  the  money,  I  think 
they  have  agreed  with  me. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FISHER.  The  gentleman  has 
made  a  magnificent  statement,  and  I 
hope  everybody  has  gotten  the  full  im¬ 
pression  that  I  have  from  his  statement. 

In  my  own  district  there  are  two  towns 
that  have  received  Federal  grants.  I 
know  that  both  of  them  were  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  sell  bonds  without  increasing  the 
tax  burden  on  the  people  to  pay  for  these 
things  themselves. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman.  I  say  to  you  that  I  believe 
in  some  of  these  areas  that  they  have 
Inflicted  upon  those  local  communities 
a  delay  in  the  construction  of  their  sew¬ 
age-disposal  plants  that  will  cost  them 
as  much  as  the  Federal  money  they  are 
going  to  get  out  of  it. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  again? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
if  we  continue  this  program,  instead  of 
costing  $50  million  now  a  year,  it  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  a  billion  dollars  a  year  in  a 
few  years?  One  instance  for  instance, 
Cincinnati,  one  city,  spent  in  the  last 
few  years  $50  million  alone  to  clean  up 
its  own  sewage.  Why  should  we  be  taxed 
through  Federal  funds  to  pay  for  other 
cities  to  clean  up  their  sewage?  It  will 
cost  a  billion  dollars  a  year  in  a  short 
time. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  do  not  believe 
this  program  is  any  good  unless  you  go 
into  it  for  a  full  billion  dollars  a  year. 
Unless  you  can  do  that  you  ought  to  stay 
out  of  it  altogether. 


Mr.  GAVIN.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 
How  did  the  gentleman  vote  on  the 
school-construction  program? 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  voted  for  the 
Eisenhower  proposal. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  What  did  you  do  last 
year? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ceder- 
berg]  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  talk  about 
economy,  but  indiscriminate-  cutting  of 
appropriations  is  not  always  economy. 

I  represent  a  district  in  Kentucky  that 
borders  on  the  Ohio  River  for  200  miles. 
That  river  has  been  locked  and  dammed 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  a  9-foot 
stage  for  navigation.  When  the  water  is 
low,  the  pools  are  stagnant.  One  of  the 
pools  extends  from  Fern  Bank  below  Cin¬ 
cinnati,  to  Coney  Island,  above  Cincin¬ 
nati,  a  distance  of  about  12  miles.  Into 
that  pool  goes  the  domestic  sewage  of  a 
million  people.  Into  that  pool  goes  the 
industrial  waste  of  the  great  industrial 
area  sometimes  called  the  Ruhr  of  Amer¬ 
ica.  Much  of  that  waste  is  poisonous. 
Out  of  the  pool  comes  the  water  used 
for  drinking  and  domestic  purposes. 

The  city  of  Cincinnati  has  filtration 
plants  built  at  great  cost ;  however,  with 
all  the  treatment  they  can  give  the  water, 
it  is  difficult  to  make  it  potable  or 
palatable. 

The  cities  on  the  Kentucky  side  of  the 
river  are  unable  to  establish  great  filtra¬ 
tion  and  chlorination  plants.  They  are 
limited  as  to  their  indebtedness,  as  to 
their  tax  rate  and  as  to  their  expendi¬ 
tures  by  the  constitution  of  the  State. 

These  cities  will  need  assistance.  A 
chain  is  only  as  strong  as  its  weakest  link. 
Unless  we  have  complete  control  of  pol¬ 
lution,  we  will  have  practically  no  con¬ 
trol.  If  any  of  these  cities  fail  to'  con¬ 
struct  intercept<^r  sewers,  which  will 
mean  rearrangement  of  the  whole  sewer 
system,  and  disposal  plants  the  whole 
program  fails. 

Thomas  Jefferson  said  of  the  Ohio 
River  that  it  was  the  most  beautiful  river 
in  the  world,  abounding  in  fish  and 
aquatic  life.  Today,  however,  it  is  a 
series  of  polluted  pools.  The  fish  and 
aquatic  life  have  gone.  The  recreational 
value  of  the  river  has  almost  been  de¬ 
stroyed.  The  law  upon  the  statute  books 
pledges  us  to  attempt  to  restore  the 
river  to  its  previous  condition.  It  au¬ 
thorizes  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  merely  wish  to 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  not  only  in 
the  State  of  Kentucky  but  also  in  my 
State,  Ohio,  upriver,  there  are  plenty 
of  communities  who  cannot  afford  sew¬ 
age  plants  unless  they  get  Federal  help 
in  the  planning  and  building. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  Eight  States — New  York,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  Virginia,  West  Virginia,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  Illinois  have 
entered  into  a  compact  to  cooperate  and 
coordinate  their  efforts  to  control  the 
pollution  of  the  Ohio  River  and  its  trib¬ 


utaries.  This  is  an  important  compact, 
but  it  alone  cannot  do  the  work.  The 
States  collectively  or  individually  cannot 
control  pollution.  All  the  municipalities 
must  construct  interceptor  sewers  and 
disposal  plants  which  will  prevent  the 
raw  sewage  from  entering  the  river.  If 
this  is  not  done  there  will  be  no  adequate 
control  and  the  river  will  remain  pol¬ 
luted. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Not  now.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  has  con¬ 
structed  in  the  city  of  Cincinnati  a  great 
laboratory  at  the  cost  of  approximately 
$5  million.  They  are  doing  a  great  work 
in  ascertaining  the  causes  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion  of  the  water  and  of  the  air.  This 
is  a  recognition  that  this  problem  is  a 
national  problem. 

I  hope  and  trust  the  amendment  will 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  five  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  relate  a  true 
story.  There  is  in  my  district  a  com¬ 
munity  populated  almost  entirely  by  a 
first  generation  of  Americans.  They 
came  to  this  continent  seeking  religious 
liberty  and  economic  opportunity  just 
before  the  turn  of  the  century.  Many 
people  in  that  community  still  speak 
with  a  decided  accent.  But  they  have 
built  up  a  very  thriving  community. 
They  have  some  manufacturing  plants, 
a  wonderful  community  building,  and 
fine,  modern  schools  and  churches. 
They  are  a  fine,  law-abiding  group  of 
American  citizens,  interested  in  our  wel¬ 
fare  and  contributing  greatly  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  community  and  to  our 
State  and  Nation. 

In  the  1954  Housing  Act,  provisions 
were  included  authorizing  Federal  grants 
to  municipalities  for  public  works  plan¬ 
ning  and  authorizing  low-interest  loans. 
I  knew  this  municipality  was  interested 
in  building  a  filter  plant  because  I  had 
read  about  the  plans  in  the  newspaper 
published  in  the  community.  So  I  sent 
copies  of  the  new  bill  to  city  officials  as 
information.  I  heard  nothing  more 
about  the  subject  until  the  Congress  was 
in  recess  in  1955. 

When  I  was  visiting  the  various  com¬ 
munities  in  my  district  that  fall,  I  came 
to  this  one  and  met  with  the  mayor  and 
the  town  council.  I  said,  “What  hap¬ 
pened  to  your  filter  plant?’’  He  said, 
“We  have  the  finest  filter  plant  in  this 
section  of  the  country.  People  come 
from  all  over  North  Carolina  and  from 
elsewhere  to  look  at  our  filter  plant.  We 
want  to  take  you  out  to  see  it.’’ 

We  went  out  and  inspected  it.  I  said, 
“How  much  did  this  filter  plant  cost?” 
The  mayor  said,  “$650,000.”  I  said, 
“You  remember  I  sent  you  some  litera¬ 
ture  describing  available  aid  from  Uncle 
Sam  but  never  heard  from  you  and  just 
wonder  w’hether  you  pursued  that  mat¬ 
ter  yourself.  Did  you  get  any  Federal 
funds  to  help  build  this  plant?”  The 
mayor  smiled  and  said,  “No,  we  talked 
it  over  and  decided  that  we  were  going 
to  drink  this  water  ourselves;  we  could 
build  our  own  filter  plant.  So  we  issued 
bonds  and  built  it  without  asking  for 
any  help  from  Uncle  Sam.” 
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If  that  community  of  first  generation 
Americans  can  do  that  for  itself,  I  do 
not  believe  there  is  a  community  in  the 
United  States  that  cannot  build  its  own 
filter  plant  and  its  own  sewage  system. 
I  commend  the  example  of  this  fine 
North  Carolina  community  to  other  com¬ 
munities  faced  with  the  same  problems. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  before 
us  would  not  reduce  funds  that  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  amendment  feels  are  too 
large  in  relation  to  the  overall  program. 
Instead,  it  would  wipe  out  a  particular 
program  that  was  authorized  by  the 
Congress  less  than  a  year  ago.  It  would 
wipe  out  programing  which  has  begun 
among  many  communities  toward  estab¬ 
lishing  sewage-disposal  plants  which 
would  not  have  been  established  other¬ 
wise.  Despite  what  may  be  the  expe¬ 
rience  of  others  and  the  observations  of 
others,  it  has  been  my  experience  as  one 
member  of  the  committee  which  author¬ 
ized  this  legislation  that  there  are  many 
hundreds  of  communities  throughout 
the  country  that  would  not  have  estab¬ 
lished  these  sewage-disposal  plants 
without  the  incentive  involved  in  this 
aid  program. 

In  fact,  as  one  of  the  direct  results 
of  this  aid  program  that  has  been  put 
into  effect  there  has  been  more  experi¬ 
mentation  and  more  development  in  dif¬ 
ferent  types  of  disposal  plants  that  are 
much  cheaper  than  those  that  have  been 
considered  in  the  past.  As  the  result, 
many  small  communities  throughout  the 
country  that  would  never  have  consid¬ 
ered  the  idea  of  sewage  disposal  plants 
before  are  in  the  process  of  applying 
and  developing  programs  of  this  type. 

This  program  is  essential  for  a  type 
of  water  purification  that  is  more  than 
a  local  problem.  If  this  were  a  purely 
local  problem,  perhaps  we  would  not 
have  to  be  concerned  about  it  here.  But 
the  pollution  involved  here  consists  of 
water  being  dumped  into  the  streams 
that  flow  not  only  through  our  individ¬ 
ual  States  but  from  State  to  State  with¬ 
out  any  respect  to  any  State  border,  and 
the  water  involved  is  part  of  our  na¬ 
tional  heritage,  part  of  our  natural  re¬ 
sources. 

As  has  been  mentioned  before,  we  have 
spent  something  like  $14  billion  in  the 
relatively  few  years  past  working  to  im¬ 
prove  our  water  resources.  We  are  go¬ 
ing  to  spend  in  the  future,  at  the  rate 
we  did  last  year  and  will  probably  in  the 
years  ahead,  something  like  two-thirds 
of  a  billion  dollars  a  year,  at  least,  to  pre¬ 
serve  these  water  resources.  It  seems  to 
me  that  to  wipe  out  this  program  here 
would  be  to  lessen  our  chances  of  get¬ 
ting  the  fullest  results  from  this  water 
resource  investment  that  we  are  involved 
in  and  have  been  involved  in  and  will 
continue  to  be  involved  in  in  the  future. 
The  $50  million  a  year  proposed  here 
is  the  limit  of  the  authorization.  As 
has  been  mentioned  by  my  friend  from 
Ohio,  there  will  not  be  any  increase  to  a 
billion  dollars  a  year  in  this  program, 
and  there  cannot  be  unless  our  commit¬ 
tee  changes  the  law.  If  the  committee 
changes  the  law,  that  will  be  our  respon¬ 
sibility.  There  cannot  be  any  increase 
in  this  10-year  program.  In  fact,  the 


program  now  will  expire  after  9  years 
unless  it  is  extended  at  that  time,  and  as 
far  as  cost,  we  are  up  to  the  limit  of  it 
now.  Now,  if  there  appeared  to  have 
been  some  evidence  that  the  entire  $50 
million  could  not  have  been  properly- 
used,  I  think  it  would  have  been  proper 
to  offer  some  amendment  to  reduce  the 
sum.  But,  as  for  wiping  out  the  pro¬ 
gram,  I  think  the  way  to  do  that  would 
have  been  to  come  up  here  and  repeal  the 
law.  To  stop  now  will  interfere  with 
all  sorts  of  local  programs  that  have 
been  instituted. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
talk  about  programs  that  were  crowded 
onto  us  by  departments.  I  want  to  read 
a  little  bit  about  this  one.  This  is  testi¬ 
mony  of  Secretary  Folsom  when  he  was 
before  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
holding  hearings  on  this  bill,  on  the 
opening  day  of  the  hearings,  February 
11.  At  page  15  he  said  this; 

Some  of  these  programs,  of  course,  were 
enacted  last  year  without  our  specific  recom¬ 
mendations  and  some  of  them  went  in  over 
our  objections.  For  example,  on  the  water- 
pollution  waste-treatment  projects,  we  did 
not  recommend  an  appropriation  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  Congress  and  that  is  a  $50  million 
item. 

If  we  are  going  to  set  up  programs 
continuously  that  call  for  $50  million 
apiece  to  be  allocated  to  local  authori¬ 
ties  for  the  construction  of  sewers  and 
for  other  activities,  several  of  them  each 
year,  we  are  going  to  bankrupt  the  Tres- 
ury  of  the  United  States  and  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  make  impossible  tax  reduction.  I 
do  not  know  how  you  feel  about  it,  but 
the  people  of  the  United  States  want  tax 
reduction. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  sewer  systems.  I 
have  been  in  favor  of  them  in  my  own 
community  right  along.  I  have  helped 
to  put  them  through.  I  would  help  to 
put  any  such  activity  through  in  my  dis¬ 
trict.  But  I  do  not  believe  that  we  ought 
to  further  embark  upon  this  activity.  I 
think  we  ought  to  stop  it,  and  now  is 
the  time  to  stop  it,  by  adopting  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  When  I  was  a  member 
of  the  California  Legislature  I  distinctly 
remember  that  we  participated  in  the 
activities  of  a  group  called  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  Cooperation.  Cali¬ 
fornia,  in  cooperation  with  our  neigh¬ 
boring  States,  handled  this  problem  on  a 
local  level.  In  the  opinion  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  there  any  reason  why  this  could 
not  be  done  nationwide? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  can.  There  is  not  any 
reason  why  the  States  could  not  go  ahead 
and  take  care  of  their  needs  along  this 
line.  They  are  in  a  lot  better  shape 
financially  than  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
recollection  that  the  President  opposed 
this  provision  last  year? 


Mr.  TABER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  I  wonder  where  the 
gentlemen  were  then  who  are  lectiu'ing 
us  now  for  not  following  the  President. 

Mr.  TABER.  They  are  on  the  other 
side  of  the  fence  just  now. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
there  is  not  a  municipality  in  America 
that  is  in  as  poor  fiscal  condition  as  is 
the  United  States  of  America? 

Mr.  TABER.  There  is  not  any  ques¬ 
tion  about  that;  that  is  true.  Unless  we 
adopt  this  amendment,  we  shall  make 
that  condition  worse.  I  want  to  see  the 
United  States  Treasury  get  in  a  better 
position. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SCHEIRER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
while  for  this  comifig  year  the  program 
would  cost  only  $50  million,  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  this  program  to  cover  the  entire 
United  States  $50  million  will  only  be  a 
drop  in  the  bucket,  and  this  program 
could  reach  the  proportions  of  almost 
a  billion  dollars  a  year ;  and  in  that  con¬ 
nection  I  pointed  out  the  fact  that  it 
cost  1  city  $50  million  to  clean  up  its 
sewage-disposal  problem;. 

Mr.  TABER.  There  is  no  question 
about  that  at  all. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Mills).  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

(Mr.  WRIGHT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
XXXS'flcS  ) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
with  some  trepidation  that  I  come  be¬ 
fore  you  on  this  amendment  offered  by 
my  esteemed  colleague  and  valued  friend 
from  Texas.  In  the  first  place,  I  am 
reluctant  to  do  it  because  I  am  just  as 
sensitive  as  any  of  you  to  the  desire 
throughout  the  country  for  reducing  the 
expenditures  of  Government  and  cutting 
the  budget. 

I  think  I  have  voted  for  most  of  the 
reductions  that  have  been  offered  on  the 
floor  of  the  House.  In  addition,  I  have 
introduced  4  separate  bills  to  put  into 
effect  some  of  the  major  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission  and  thus 
to  bring  about  substantial  reductions 
in  the  cost  of  Government.  Yet  I  do  feel 
constrained,  in  spite  of  that  trepidation, 
to  come  before  you  and  tell  you  the  result 
of  my  own  thinking  about  this  particular 
matter.  Because  it  deals  with  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  water  supply,  I  think  it  is  terribly 
important. 

Prior  to  coming  to  Congress,  I  had  the 
privilege  of  serving  for  some  41/2  years 
as  mayor  of  a  small  municipality,  and 
during  part  of  that  time  it  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  be  president  of  the  League  of 
Texas  Municipalities,  which  comprises 
some  670  such  city  governments.  As  the 
result  of  that  experience,  I  have  come  to 
the  inescapable  conclusion  that  the  one 
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single  most  important  item  for  the  future 
of  America  is  this  commodity  that  you  see 
here  in  this  glass,  water,  clear,  usable 
water. 

Everybody  has  heard  the  old  adage 
that  a  politician  thinks  about  the  next 
election  while  the  statesman  thinks  of 
the  next  generation.  For  just  a  minute, 
let  us  think  about  that  next  generation. 

At  the  rate  at  which  our  population  is 
growing  and  at  the  rate  at  which  our  per 
capita  consumption  of  water  is  growing 
we  may  well  become  a  have-not  Nation 
in  water,  this  most  vital  of  all  resources, 
in  some  25  or  30  years.  Texas,  a  dry 
State,  is  only  20  percent  larger  in  popula¬ 
tion  than  it  was  10  years  ago,  but  it  is 
using  today  2  >4  times  as  much  water  as  it 
was  10  years  ago.  This  is  true  in  only 
slightly  varying  degree  throughout  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  convinced  that 
this  cut  would  be  false  economy.  If  it 
were  a  question  of  reducing  the  proposed 
expenditure  by  $10  million  or  $12  million, 
I  think  I  would  look  with  favor  upon  such 
an  amendment,  but  to  eliminate  this  en¬ 
tire  program  which  less  than  a  year  ago 
this  House  authorized  after  lengthy  de¬ 
bate  would,  I  think,  be  to  take  a  big  step 
backward  in  our  determination  to  clean 
up  the  streams  of  this  country. 

Let  me  point  out  that  this  program  is 
not  a  boondoggle  nor  an  indiscriminate 
giveaway.  In  order  to  qualify  for  one  of 
these  matching  grants,  a  city  must  prove 
to  the  satisfaction  of  both  the  State 
health  department  and  the  Federal  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  that  its  proposed  facil¬ 
ity  will  contribute  effectively  to  the  con¬ 
trol  of  pollution  now  infesting  and  in- 
fectirxg  our  streams.  In  addition,  the 
experience  to  date  shows  that  the  cities 
applying  for  these  grants  have  been  rais¬ 
ing  about  $4.50  locally  for  every  $1 
pledged  by  the  Federal  Government. 

It  has  been  asked.  Why  is  it  that  the 
cities  cannot  do  this  job  themselves?  I 
think  that  is  a  fair  question  and  one 
which  deserves  a  fair  answer.  The  an¬ 
swer  is  that  the  cities  of  America,  the 
municipalities,  the  local  governments, 
are  in  a  terribly  persistent  financial 
squeeze  between  rising  costs  of  doing 
business  and  serving  their  people  and 
limited  sources  of  revenue.  The  cities 
legally  are  the  creatures  of  the  State. 
They  have  been  properly  called  the 
orphan  children  of  American  govern¬ 
ment.  Unlike  the  Federal  Government 
or  a  State  government,  municipal  gov¬ 
ernments  cannot  simply  invent  a  new  tax 
to  pay  for  these  services.  They  are  lim¬ 
ited  by  State  law  as  to  the  sources  of  the 
revenue  they  may  derive  to  serve  the 
needs  of  their  people. 

More  and  more  and  more  cities 
throughout  the  country  have  been  hav¬ 
ing  to  defer  such  necessary  things  as 
sewage  treatment  plants  for  the  bur¬ 
geoning  growth  of  theii’  cities  because  of 
the  fact  that  in  many  areas  the  State 
law,  for  one  thing,  has  limited  the 
amount  of  the  bonds  they  may  sell  to  10 
percent  of  the  overall  appraised  valua¬ 
tion  of  their  propei'ties.  Practically  all 
cities  are  growing.  They  have  had  to 
bond  themselves  to  the  hilt  for  bigger 
schools,  more  pavement,  new  water  lines. 


more  adequate  parks,  police,  and  fire 
protection.  They  have  been  among  the 
chief  victims  of  the  hard  money  policy. 
Most  of  them  desperately  want  to  clean 
up  their  streams,  but  many  simply  can¬ 
not  without  some  measure  of  assistance. 

A  year  ago  we  came  in  with  this  pollu¬ 
tion-control  program.  It  is  like  a  family 
saying  to  its  children,  “You  are  growing, 
you  need  clothes  that  will  fit  you  today. 
Here  is  what  we  will  do.  You  go  get  a 
job  and  you  bring  in  $4  and  we  will  match 
it  with  a  dollar,  and  you  can  buy  yourself 
something  that  will  fit  you  for  Easter.” 
The  cities  have  responded  beyond  our 
expectations. 

For  us  now  perfunctorily  to  do  away 
with  the  program  after  there  has  been 
such  spontaneous  enthusiasm  on  the  part 
of  the  cities  would  be  like  the  parents  in 
that  same  family  saying,  “Look,  this  pro- 
-  gram  has  worked  too  well.  There  is  too 
much  interest.  You  kids  have  raised  too 
much  money.  Therefore,  we  are  going 
to  discontinue  it  and  you  cannot  have 
that  suit  of  clothes  this  year.” 

They  cannot  all  have  adequate  sewage 
disposal  facilities  in  the  immediate  fu¬ 
ture  under  this  bill,  but  some  can.  I 
am  convinced  that  it  is  important  for  the 
future  of  this  country  that  we  do  what 
we  can  to  stop  the  pollution,  which  has 
so  far  reduced  streams  which  once  ran 
pure  and  fresh  and  clear  to  corioipted 
cesspools  which  are  endangering  the 
health  and  harming  the  future  and  serv¬ 
ing  as  roadblocks  across  the  path  of 
progress  for  much  of  our  Nation. 

I  urge  that  you  vote  against  this 
amendment. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  to  cut  out  com¬ 
pletely  the  $50  million  appropriation 
under  the  new  national  policy  Congress 
adopted  last  year  of  helping  local  com¬ 
munities  fight  the  water  pollution  prob¬ 
lem  through  allocations  of  grant-in-aid 
funds  for  waste  treatment  works  and 
sewage-disposal  plant  construction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  here  is  not 
whether  we  are  amending  the  water- 
pollution-control  program,  but  whether 
we  completely  repeal  the  $50  million  a 
year  under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  which  this  House  passed 
on  June  13,  1956,  after  turning  down  a 
motion  to  recommit  or  kill  the  bill  prior 
to  final  passage,  by  a  vote  of  213  to  165. 
A  majority  of  this  House  said  firmly  to 
the  executive  department  and  to  the 
local  governments,  “We  adopt  as  a  na¬ 
tional  policy  the  enlargement  and  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  water-pollution-control  pro¬ 
gram  by  enacting  Public  Law  660  of 

1956,  whereby  section  6  there  is  author¬ 
ized  $50  million  a  year  to  a  total  au¬ 
thorization  of  $500  million  in  10  yeai’S.” 

Mark  D.  Hollis,  Chief  of  the  Division  of 
Sanitary  Engineering  of  the  Department, 
came  up  before  the  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  and  on  February  15, 

1957,  said  this: 

We  have  been  In  operation  about  3 
months,  and  now  have  771  projects  that  are 


in  our  regional  offices  or  at  the  State  level. 
Of  these,  83  have  been  approved.  This  fig¬ 
ure  is  changing  daily.  As  of  today  we  have 
committed  $5.5  million,  that  will  support  a 
$23  million  construction  program. 

That  means  that  under  this  fine  and 
progressive  water-pollution-control  pro¬ 
gram  we  have  already  771  projects  on 
the  drafting  boards  or  are  completely 
planned,  that  the  local  communities  are 
spending  their  money  upon,  relying  and 
expecting  you  men  and  you  ladies  in 
Congress  to  live  up  to  your  word  that 
you  are  for  this  program,  as  just  au¬ 
thorized  in  1956,  with  such  improve¬ 
ments  as  appear  necessary  from  time 
to  time,  and  that  you  will  not  reverse 
your  decision  and  knock  the  program  on 
the  head  within  about  9  months  of  pass¬ 
ing  the  legislation. 

When  the  United  States  Congress  au¬ 
thorizes  such  a  longtime  program  after 
full  debate,  we  must  make  a  provision 
that  the  States  and  the  localities  and 
communities  can  depend  on. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  correction? 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  hear  his  view. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  just  want  to  state  to 
the  gentleman  that  for  any  of  these 
projects  that  have  been  approved  and 
that  are  on  the  drawing  boards,  the 
money  will  be  paid  for  out  of  the  fiscal 
1957  appropriation  and  are  not  affected 
by  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  FULTON.  That  is  correct  for  the 
very  few  approved,  but  as  the  gentleman 
well  knows,  when  only  83  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  as  of  February  15,  1957,  out  of 
771  projects,  and  many  local  communi¬ 
ties  are  putting  up  the  tax  money  and 
these  programs  are  already  on  the  draft¬ 
ing  boards  and  have  much  time,  effort, 
planning,  and  money  expended  on  such 
proposed  programs,  all  depending  on  the 
legislation  passed  by  this  Congress  in 
1956,  to  encourage  just  such  local  com¬ 
munity  participation  and  action  and  ex¬ 
pansion.  of  the  pure-streams  program. 
Who  will  pay  these  preliminary  expenses 
of  local  communities,  and  what  is  the 
loss  to  the  Federal  Government  if  this 
program  is  suddenly  cut  completely? 
Also  think  of  the  tremendous  loss  in 
health  through  polluted  water,  and  in¬ 
dustrial  losses  through  filtering  costs  in 
congested  areas  in  all  industrial  regions. 
Pure  streams  and  good  clear  drinking 
water  are  blessings  to  the  United  States 
people  that  should  not  be  postponed  by 
Congress. 

Another  point  is  this — we  must  realize 
that  not  since  1900  has  this  country 
even  kept  up  treatment  correction  to 
equal  the  increasing  pollution  rate  be¬ 
cause  every  year  since  1900  the  pollution 
of  water  and  streams  has  gotten  worse 
in  the  United  States.  What  a  dismal 
record  which  strong  congressional  sup¬ 
port  in  both  parties,  pleads  for  Congress 
to  return  to.  God  gave  you  these  won¬ 
derful  hills,  these  plains,  these  rivers, 
these  clean,  pure  streams.  Why  should 
Congress  not  continue  the  fine  pollution- 
control  program  that  in  cooperation  with 
local  municipalities  and  State  govern¬ 
ments  will  give  them  back  to  our  citi¬ 
zens? 
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Theodore  Roosevelt  was  a  great  con¬ 
servationist  Republican,  and  I  belong  in 
that  conservationist  and  pure-streams 
wing  of  the  Republican  Party. 

We  in  Pennsylvania  are  proud  of  the 
accomplishments  in  conservation  of  our 
national  resources,  preservation  of  our 
national  parks,  and  pure-stream  pro¬ 
gram  and  support  of  many  Pennsylvan¬ 
ians,  including  Senator  Edward  Martin, 
Gifford  Pinchot,  that  other  great  con¬ 
servationist  from  Pennsylvania,  my 
friend,  John  M.  Phillips,  of  Pittsburgh, 
Pa. 

We  want  these  clear,  pure,  fine 
streams.  I  do  not  want  children  and 
families  living  alongside  open  sewers 
such  as  many  stretches  of  the  Ohio 
River,  and  other  industrial  rivers. 

Here  is  some  indirect  news  for  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  as  to  Cincinnati. 
There  is  the  Congressman  from  Youngs¬ 
town,  Ohio,  who  is  strongly  urging  a  new 
dam  for  the  west  branch  of  the  Mahon¬ 
ing  River,  Ohio,  above  Cincinnati.  This 
Youngstown  Congressman  maintains 
that  the  rivers  around  the  Youngstown 
area  are  nothing  but  filthy,  open  sewers 
because  there  is  not  water  to  move  the 
sewage  away.  Therefore  the  proponents 
believe  one  of  the  benefits  of  the  new 
proposed  dam  will  be  that  in  the  Youngs¬ 
town  area  they  will  have  low-flow  con¬ 
trol  which  means  that  in  the  summer 
months  when  water  is  short,  the  sew¬ 
age  and  industrial  wastes  of  the  Youngs¬ 
town  area  will  simply  move  on  down  to 
Cincinnati,  Kentucky,  West  Virginia, 
Illinois,  and  Indiana  and  not  be  treated 
under  this  program  in  the  Youngstown 
area.  The  horrid  joke  is  that  Cincin¬ 
nati  is  already  treating  her  own  sewage 
and  wastes  with  its  own  plant,  and  the 
Congressmen  from  the  Cincinnati  area 
are  here  blocking  us  from  Pennsylvania 
in  helping  the  Youngstown,  Ohio,  area 
clear  up  its  streams  under  this  program, 
so  that  they  will  continue  to  pollute  the 
downstream  Ohio  area  around  Cincin¬ 
nati.  At  the  same  time,  these  Ohio 
Congressmen  favor  the  proposed  dam  for 
the  west  branch  of  the  Mahoning  River 
in  Ohio  upstream  from  them  which  will 
admittedly  bring  down  the  sewage  from 
Youngstown  at  Federal  expense  to  re¬ 
pollute  the  Ohio  River  that  the  good 
taxpayers  of  Cincinnati  have  just 
cleaned  up.  We  in  Pennsylvania  are 
proceeding  ourselves  to  clean  up  our 
sewage,  industrial  and  mining  wastes 
and  sewage  is  just  one  kind  of  waste. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  am  sorry  but  I  can¬ 
not  yield  at  this  time  as  I  have  so  little 
time. 

Sewage  is  one  kind  of  pollution.  An¬ 
other  kind  of  waste  is  industi’ial  waste 
from  manufacturing  and  chemical 
plants  that  pollute  the  streams.  Also 
there  are  mine  wastes.  We  have  many 
mines  around  Pittsburgh  and  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  make,  them  clean  up  and  stop 
dumping  their  sulfur-laden  chemicals 
into  the  streams.  Another  kind  of  p)ol- 
lution  is  the  algae.  These  are  the  micro¬ 
scopic  plants,  that  combined  with  bac¬ 
teria,  and  phenols  from  industrial  pro¬ 
duction,  get  into  the  rivers  and  make  the 
water  taste  so  bad,  in  Ohio,  as  well  as 
other  States. 


Mr.  Hollis  said  in  this  particular  on 
February  15,  1957,  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  worked  on  the  problem 
quite  a  bit  in  a  plant  the  Department  has 
in  Cincinnati  to  remove  the  bitter  taste 
in  the  Ohio  River  water  that  comes  in 
summertime,  in  order  of  course  to  try  to 
make  the  water  supply  in  Cincinnati  as 
well  as  other  cities,  to  taste  better.  So 
maybe  the  citizens  of  Cincinnati  and 
Ohio  River  towns  would  want  to  ask  some 
people  here  why  they  do  not  want  good 
tasting  water  for  drinking  purposes,  for 
family  and  home  use. 

Another  kind  of  pollution  is  the 
atomic  energy  production  which  causes 
pollution  by  radioactive  and  fissionable 
materials.  Let  me  explain  that  this  is 
an  unknown  danger  to  you  gentlemen  in 
these  lower  river  States,  below  Shipping - 
port,  in  Pennsylvania,  where  we  have 
the  first  commercial  atomic  reactor 
plant  now  going  in  there.  In  Congress¬ 
man  Tom  Jenkins’  district  in  Ohio,  there 
is  building  a  tremendous  new  plant  for 
atomic  and  fissionable  materials  using 
tremendous  amounts  of  river  water  and 
discharging  it  again  into  the  streams. 
Such  new  type  plants  and  dangerous 
wastes  are  going  to  be  erected  all  aroimd 
the  country. 

Why  should  not  the  United  States 
continue  its  fine  program  for  pure 
streams  and  clear  water  in  the  face  of 
the  tremendously  increasing  problems 
of  pollution  from  all  such  kinds  of  waste 
and  foreign  materials?  I  hope  every 
sportsman  and  wildlife  association  and 
conservationist  group  in  the  United 
States  will  awaken  to  these  real  chal¬ 
lenges  and  join  with  their  fellow  conser¬ 
vationists  in  this  House  to  meet  the 
growing  threat  to  the  greatest  of  our 
natural  resources  in  this  United  States; 
our  water,  our  streams,  our  rivers,  our 
forests,  fields,  and  watersheds. 

We  must  have  Federal  research  to 
show  how  these  waste  materials  in  our 
streams  will  affect  the  various  towns  and 
cities,  and  also  the  natural  watersheds, 
forests  and  farms.  We  in  Pittsburgh  and 
in  all  of  Pennsylvania  have  ourselves 
been  cleaning  up  the  rivers  and  streams 
in  our  industrial  and  mining  areas  where 
before,  if  a  person  touched  his  hand  or 
body  into  the  water  it  turned  a  greenish 
brown.  Now  a  person  can  actually  fish 
along  the  downtown  waterfronts  in  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  but  our  rivers  are  still  polluted 
with  sewage  of  our  own,  and  many  river 
towns  above  us. 

I  ask  every  one  of  you  Congressmen 
who  is  interested  in  good  conservation 
and  pure  streams  not  to  knock  this  water 
pollution  control  program  on  the  head 
and  repeal  it  by  this  unfortunate  amend¬ 
ment,  but  to  give  the  program  the  money 
requested  to  carry  it  on  as  authorized  by 
this  House  and  the  Congress  only  last 
year.  Water  and  stream  pollution  must 
go. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  debate  on  this 
amendment,  as  in  so  many  other  matters 
that  have  come  up  since  I  have  been  a 
Member  of  Congress,  I  have  noticed  time 
and  again  until  it  has  become  obvious 
whenever  we  have  an  authorization  bill 
of  any  sort  before  the  House  the  debate 
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and  argument  is  always  made  that  it  is 
not  an  appropriation;  that  it  is  just  an 
authorization,  and  it  will  have  to  go  be¬ 
fore  the  Appropriations  Committee  and 
before  the  House  to  determine  how  much 
money  can  be  spent.  Then,  when  the 
appropriation  bill  comes  before  the  House 
the  argument  is  advanced  that  by  the 
authorization  bill  we  have  made  a  con¬ 
tract,  and  we  have  to  appropriate  the 
money  to  carry  it  out.  We  always  have 
that  conflict,  blaming  the  appropriation 
upon  the  authorization;  it  is  a  vicious 
circle,  and  we  are  confronted  with  the 
same  thing  today. 

I  have  observed  statements  made  here 
about  the  difiQculty  of  the  cities  raising 
money  to  build  sewage  plants.  Down  in 
our  part  of  the  country  our  cities  vote 
revenue  bonds  and  get  the  money  and 
build  them.  All  of  us  who  use  the  sew¬ 
age  plant  pay  every  month  in  sewage  fees 
to  the  city,  and  in  that  way  discharge  the 
bonds.  It  is  done  without  this  20  cents 
on  the  dollar  support  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

Most  of  the  debate  I  have  heard  on  this 
particular  amendment  has  not  been  di¬ 
rected  to  city  sewage  at  all.  It  has  been 
talking  about  the  water  pollution  of  all 
sorts.  Everybody  is  against  water  pollu¬ 
tion.  In  my  State  we  have  State  laws 
against  pollution.  I  am  opposed  to  pay¬ 
ing  anybody  a  bribe  to  do  something  that 
they  ought  to  do  anyway.  I  might  go 
along  if  you  propose  a  law  to  prohibit 
and  make  it  a  penalty  for  anybody  to  put 
pollution,  whether  cities  or  otherwise, 
into  an  interstate  stream.  I  think  you 
would  be  getting  somewhere  that  way  in¬ 
stead  of  bribing  somebody  to  do  some¬ 
thing  that  they  should  do  anyway. 

I  know  that  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Fisher]  who  offered  the  amendment 
had  more  that  he  wanted  to  say  and  I 
want  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  FISHER.  It  should  be  emphasized 
that  whereas  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk 
about  this  particular  section  6,  appar¬ 
ently  being  the  whole  pollution  program, 
it  should  be  pointed  out  that  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  660,  section  6,  represents  prob¬ 
ably  1  page  out  of  10,  and  I  should  like 
to  commend  the  gentleman,  and  I  think 
he  is  absolutely  correct,  that  most  of 
the  towns  I  am  familiar  with,  where  the 
gentleman  and  I  come  from,  either  al¬ 
ready  have  a  sewage  system  or  are  quite 
capable  of  financing  payments  for  their 
own. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Through  revenue  bonds. 

Mr.  FISHER.  We  have  authority  in 
our  State  to  do  it.  Under  Texas  laws 
the  cities  have  ample  authority  to  raise 
the  necessary  money  to  pay  for  their 
sewage  systems. 

Mr.  EMDWDY.  Am  I  correct  in  this :  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  gentlemen  who 
have  been  opposing  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  have  been  talking  about  an 
entirely  different  part  of  the  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act? 

Mr.  FISHER.  I  think  that  is  true. 
Certainly  I  think  most  of  us  would  sub¬ 
scribe  100  percent  to  most  of  the  things 
that  have  been  said  about  the  evils  of 
pollution.  But  this  section  6  is  one  phase 
of  the  public  law  which  deals  with  this 
subject  in  general.  Certainly  the  in¬ 
dividual  States  and  communities  have 
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in  the  past ;  they  can  in  the  future,  they 
can  now  certainly  finance  the  problem 
so  far  as  enlarging  or  expanding  their 
sewer  systems  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  states  that  section  6  authorization 
for  grants  is  just  a  small  part  of  the 
whole  bill.  It  is  just  about  as  small  as 
the  heart  is  to  the  body,  but  it  is  the  heart 
of  the  whole  program.  Without  section 
6  the  whole  program  is  as  ineffective  as 
the  entire  Federal  water  pollution  control 
program  has  been  for  the  last  9  years. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  But  you  must  admit  it 
is  a  fundamental  duty  of  each  industry, 
municipality,  or  person,  to  obey  the  law, 
and  avoid  pollution  of  our  streams.  They 
should  not  have  to  be  bribed  to  perform 
that  obligation. 

Mr.  FISHER.  There  are  14  sections 
in  the  Pollution  Control  Act.  Section  6 
is  just  1  of  the  14.  Certainly  stream 
pollution  control  is  not  dependent  on  sec¬ 
tion  6. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  we  have  this 
bill  before  us  today  and  the  amendment 
calling  for  an  appropriation  of  $50  mil¬ 
lion  is  that  the  pollution  law  passed  some 
8  or  9  years  ago  had  to  be  reenacted. 
Last  year  we  were  called  upon  to  renew 
the  pollution  control  law  of  the  United 
States  to  protect  downstream  water 
users.  That  was  the  only  reason  this 
bill  was  before  the  Congress. 

But  an  idea  was  injected  when  this  bill 
came  up  for  reenactment,  that  it  would 
be  a  nice  thing  for  Uncle  Sam  to  start 
building  the  sewage  disposal  systems  for 
the  various  cities  throughout  the  United 
States. 

It  is  my  contention  that  the  cities  are 
fesponsible  for  their  water  systems,  their 
streets,  and  their  lighting  systems,  and 
so  forth;  and  by  every  reason  in  the  world 
they  should  be  responsible  for  seeing  that 
the  water  that  flows  from  their  cities  goes 
on  downtsream  as  pure  as  it  came  into 
their  cities;  and  that  can  be  done  by  the 
construction  of  proper  disposal  and  puri¬ 
fication  systems. 

In  the  embarking  on  this  program  cov¬ 
ered  in  this  bill  we  have  done  many 
things  besides  putting  up  $50  million  a 
year  for  a  job  the  cities  are  well  able  to 
take  care  of  themselves. 

However,  we  have  provided  for  re¬ 
search  and  assistance  to  the  cities  and 
counties  throughout  the  country  an 
amount  of  $100,000  a  year  to  establish 
fellowships  in  universities  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  exploring  the  better  planning  and 
development  of  the  program. 

We  have  also  provided  in  section  5  as 
follows : 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to 
and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1961,  $3  million  for  grants  to  States  and  to 
interstate  agencies  to  assist  them  in  meet¬ 
ing  costs  of  establishing  and  maintaining 
adequate  measures  for  the  prevention  and 
control  of  water  pollution. 

This  bill  was  introduced  for  the  very 
purpose  of  extending  the  law  to  force 


the  people  upstream  to  take  care  of  the 
sewage  they  dump  on  their  neighbors 
downstream. 

I  think  this  is  a  program  we  got  into 
by  mistake.  I  was  very  much  opposed  to 
this  appropriation  in  the  committee;  I 
opposed  it  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  and  I  opposed  it  before  the  House 
when  the  bill  was  up  for  consideration. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  I 
think,  was  not  quite  fair  in  quoting  the 
rollcall  figures  on  this  bill.  On  passage 
we  voted  for  it  because  it  had  some  vei’y 
good  objectives.  But  the  important  roll- 
call  in  the  House  was  on  the  motion  to 
recommit,  where  the-  yeas  were  165  and 
the  nays  were  213.  So  the  vote  was  not 
anywhere  near  unanimous  on  this  $500 
million  that  is  set  up  for  this  program. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Did  the  gentleman  ever 
hear  at  all  about  any  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  and  water-conservation  projects  in 
California  I  have  been  voting  for  to  help 
you  boys  out  since  I  have  been  a  Member 
of  Congress? 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Yes.  This  has  a  dif¬ 
ferent  aspect. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  There  was  the  Central 
Valley,  for  instance. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  If  you  will  allow  the 
State  to  buy  it  back  you  would  make  a 
lot  of  us  very  happy;  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  would  vote  to  retm-n  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  biggest  mistake  California 
ever  made  was  when  the  State  engineers 
got  panicky  during  the  giveaway  days 
and  made  a  deal  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  take  over  the  Central  Valley 
project.  There  has  been  discussion  and 
turmoil  during  most  of  the  time  since  the 
turnover. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  will  have  to  admit  he  is  in  the 
minority  in  that  respect  in  California. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  I  doubt  it. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  how 
other  Members  of  the  House  recall  the 
debate  in  the  last  session  on  the  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  but  to  my  way  of 
thinking,  it  was  one  of  the  most  con¬ 
structive,  one  of  the  most  illuminating, 
and  one  of  the  best  presented  to  this 
House  which  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of 
listening  to.  The  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  and  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  brought  that  bill  to  the  fioor 
had  a  complete  documentation  for  their 
case  that  this  program  was  absolutely 
essential  and  necessary  in  the  industrial 
areas  of  our  country.  To  me  the  ever¬ 
growing  menace  and  problem  of  water 
pollution  they  very  well  supported  and 
substantiated.  I  think  they  made  it 
clear  that  it  was  just  as  important  to 
reclaim  the  water  resources  of  the  in¬ 
dustrial  sections  of  our  country  as  it 
was  to  carry  forward  the  great  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  of  the  West,  which  I  have 
been  happy  to  support  and  which  I  will 
continue  to  support  in  the  future.  I 
think  we  were  convinced  on  the  basis  of 
the  case  presented  to  the  84th  Congress 
that  it  was  a  good,  sound  program  and 


that  in  order  to  have  it  an  efficacious 
program  it  was  not  only  necessary  that 
we  put  the  law  on  the  books  but  that  we 
provide  the  money  for  it  and  the  en¬ 
forcement  provisions  for  it  that  were 
also  an  integral  part  of  that  law.  On 
each  test  vote  on  the  floor  of  this  House, 
the  efforts  to  cut  out  the  heart  of  this 
bill  were  decisively  defeated  by  the 
House.  I  have  not  heard  today  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  amendment  any  evidence  to 
indicate  that  the  water-pollution  prob¬ 
lem  is  less  serious  than  it  was  a  year  ago. 
I  have  not  heard  any  indication  or  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  muoicipalities  are  better 
able  today  or  the  cities  are  better  able 
today  to  meet  this  problem  than  they 
were  in  1956.  I  think  the  evidence  is 
all  the  other  way. 

The  problem  is  becoming  more  serious 
day  by  day.  In  my  own  section  of  Ok¬ 
lahoma  the  industrialization  problem 
and  the  problem  of  water  pollution  are 
daily  becoming  more  serious.  It  is  be¬ 
coming  more  and  more  important  that 
we  have  this  px-ogram  and  have  it  in 
full  effect  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
Why  back  up  now?  Why  tell  these  com¬ 
munities,  that  have  gone  ahead  on  the 
strength  of  this  legislation  with  plans, 
with  engineering  studies  and  with  the 
investment  of  tax  money  to  get  ready 
for  this  progi'am,  that  we  did  not  mean 
what  we  said  in  1956,  that  that  was 
something  for  us  to  run  on  in  November 
1956.  We  went  out.  Democrats  and  Re¬ 
publicans  alike,  on  the  campaign  front 
and  we  said  that  among  the  solid 
achievements  of  the  84th  Congress  was 
the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  Men 
in  districts  all  over  the  United  States 
campained  on  that  principle.  We  told 
the  people  of  the  West,  of  the  East,  and 
of  the  Midwest:  We  are  proud  of  this 
achievement,  this  is  something  that  was 
done  that  is  sound,  good,  and  construc¬ 
tive  for  the  country.  And  we  ask  you 
to  send  us  back  to  Congress  because  of 
this  legislation  and  other  legislation  like 
it.  Now  we  come  hei'e  in  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  with  the  election  a  few  months  be¬ 
hind  us,  and  once  again  we  have  peo¬ 
ple  saying  “Let  us  strike  the  heart  out  of 
this  program.”  I  do  not  believe  this 
Congress  is  I'eady  to  take  the  funding 
out  of  this  proposition.  I  do  not  believe 
the  Congress  is  ready  to  cut  the  heai't 
out  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act, 
and  I  think  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  today  in  its  wisdom  will  say  we 
meant  what  we  said  in  1956;  we  meaixt 
what  we  said  when  we  told  the  com¬ 
munities  to  go  ahead  and  make  plans 
for  these  programs  and  you  will  have  our 
support  and  the  money  to  carry  on  the 
Federal  pai’t  of  the  load,  and  we  mean  it 
today  as  we  meant  it  in  1956;  we  will 
continue  this  program  and  we  will  keep 
this  program  opei’ating  and  fund  it  with 
Federal  financing. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  sti'ike  ouf  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chaii'man,  I  take  this  time  to  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  thirty-odd 
years  ago  I  lived  by  the  side  of  the  great¬ 
est  open  sewer  in  the  world.  That  was 
the  Illinois  River  at  that  time.  Today 
that  river  is  practically  clean.  Chicago 
today  has  the  reputation  and  the  name 
of  having  the  finest  sanitai-y  district  sew¬ 
age  disposal  plant  in  the  woi'ld,  98.5  per- 
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cent  perfect.  Chicago  paid  out  prob¬ 
ably  between  $100  million  and  $200  mil¬ 
lion  to  build  that  sanitary  district  sewage 
disposal  plant.  They  taxed  their  people 
for  it.  Now  the  State  of  Illinois  says  to 
the  cities  all  along  the  river,  “You  must 
build  sanitary  sewage  disposal  plants,” 
and  they  are  doing  it,  and  my  little  city 
of  5,000  voted  $350,000  of  bonds  to 
build  its  sewage  disposal  plant,  and  it  is 
three-fourths  built  without  any  aid  from 
the  Federal  Government. 

Now,  then,  you  are  asking  in  this  bill 
that  the  people  of  Chicago,  who  taxed 
themselves,  and  the  people  of  other  cities 
who  have  taxed  themselves  and  have 
built  their  sewage  disposal  plants  to  help 
pay  for  the  cities  that  have  not  done  so 
so  far.  That  is  the  problem  that  is  be¬ 
fore  this  Congress  today. 

(Mr.  BURLESON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  trust  you  will  indulge 
me  to  speak  a  word  of  commendation 
about  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]  on  the  manner  and  con¬ 
duct  in  handling  this  measure.  I  want 
to  commend  him  in  the  highest  possible 
terms  as  a  Member  of  this  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  who  is  so  thoroughly  de¬ 
voted  and  conscientious  in  what  he  does. 
It  is  unexcelled  by  anyone  in  this  body. 
In  his  defense  of  this  bill  he  has  been  so 
very  gracious  and,  I  know,  thoroughly 
and  wholly  conscientious  in  his  every 
effort  and  those  efforts  are  extremely 
able.  He  is  rendering  a  great  service 
not  only  to  his  people  but  to  the  Nation 
as  well.  The  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  spoke  a  fundamental  truth  a  few 
days  ago  when  he  said,  we,  the  Congress, 
have  bought  many  services  and  projects 
in  past  years  and  now  the  bill  is  due — ■ 
they  must  be  paid  for.  His  statement  is 
true  and  we  cannot  escape  it.  We  have 
bought  a  lot  of  these  things  over  the 
years  and  we  are  still  buying  them;  and 
this  was  one  of  them  last  year.  This 
is  the  grant  in  aid  to  States  that  we  are 
all  getting.  We  are  for  economy  for 
some  other  place,  but  not  in  our  own 
area.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  many  things 
are  desirable  but  not  always  necessary. 
This  is  one  of  many.  The  authorization 
is  on  the  books  but  I  see  no  reason  why 
we  could  not  cut  this  item  out  and  at 
least  wait  until  the  Federal  Government 
can  afford  it.  True,  I  have  been  opposed 
to  it  in  principle  and  voted  against  the 
authorization  last  year  but  even  if  you 
are  for  it,  agree  that  these  expenses  of 
Government  must  be  cut  now  and  wait 
for  a  better  time  than  the  present  to 
hand  out  this  kind  of  money  to  cities  and 
towns. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson]  that  he,  of  course,  spoke  the 
truth  when  he  said  that  towns  and  mu¬ 
nicipalities,  counties,  and  State  govern¬ 
ment  are  no  more  able  this  year  to  bear 
the  burden  of  the  expense  of  cleaning  up 
their  water  systems  and  their  sewage- 
disposal  plants  that  they  were  last  year. 
I  am  sure  that  is  true.  But  surely  he 
would  not  contend  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  any  more  able  now,  or  was 
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any  more  able  last  year,  to  do  the  same 
thing.  If  the  Federal  debt  means  a  thing 
in  the  world — and  I  know  some  people 
will  argue  that  it  does  not  mean  any¬ 
thing — there  is  not  a  municipality  in 
anyone’s  district,  including  my  own, 
which  is  not  more  able  to  take  care  of 
their  problems  in  this  respect  than  is 
the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  over  across  the 
river  in  Alexandria,  Va.,  is  a  case  in  point 
of  a  city  meeting  its  responsibility.  They 
had  suits  threatened  against  them,  and 
then  they  did  something.  They  tell  me  a 
very  bad  situation  existed  over  there. 
Their  board  of  commissioners — I  believe 
that  is  what  they  call  them — was  threat¬ 
ened  with  some  very  drastic  action  un¬ 
less  they  did  something  about  polluting 
the  streams  below  their  city.  They  did 
do  something  about  it.  If  I  owned  prop¬ 
erty  in  one  of  these  towns,  arid  they  did 
not  do  something  about  dumping  sewage, 
I  would  get  me  a  lawyer. 

Here  is  something  else  that  I  know  has 
happened.  This  situation  was  not  in  my 
area,  and  not  even  in  my  State,  but  I 
happen  to  know  about  it.  I  visit  there 
sometimes.  I  shall  not  call  the  name  of 
the  place;  it  might  reflect  on  it,  but  it  is 
a  good  example.  There  is  an  industrial 
plant  located  there.  You  cannot  drive 
down  a  beautiful  stream  into  which  this 
plant  dumps  its  untreated  waste,  without 
almost  having  to  hold  your  nose.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  said,  what 
happened  here  is  what  happened  to  a 
large  part  of  his  country.  The  town’s 
people  seemingly  do  not  want  to  do  any¬ 
thing  about  it,  because  this  plant  means 
a  great  deal  to  the  town,  and  they  are 
not  going  to  complain  about  it.  So  it 
continues  to  exist.  I  have  an  idea  this 
is  the  case  in  many  places,  so  they  are 
willing  for  it  to  become  the  responsibility 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Burleson] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FCXjARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  at  5 : 15  p.  m. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  add  my  voice  to  others 
who  have  spoken  before  me  to  the  effect 
that  in  the  consideration  of  this  bill 
Members  by  and  large  have  been  gi-acious 
to  one  another  and  have  been  trying  as 
best  they  could  to  resolve  some  of  these 
differences.  I  think  it  is  obvious  to  all 
of  us  that  there  is  in  the  coimtry  a  real 
concern  about  the  size  of  the  Federal 
budget,  a  desire  that  that  budget  be  re¬ 
duced,  if  such  can  be  accomplished  hav¬ 


ing  regard  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
country.  On  the  other  hand,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  in  connection  with  this  particular 
bill,  I  am  sure  we  all  realize  that  we  are 
dealing  with  many  sensitive  areas  with 
a  great  humanitarian  appeal.  The 
things  that  are  sought  to  be  done  with 
the  items  of  appropriation  in  this  bill  do 
have  a  great  appeal.  I  am  sure  every 
one  of  use  is  conscious  of  that  fact. 

However,  I  think  also  we  are  coming 
face  to  face  with  a  clear  realization  that 
aU  of  these  various  services  and  projects 
which  people  would  like  to  have,  cost 
money,  and  when  funds  for  them  are  put 
into  the  appropriation  bill,  then  of  neces¬ 
sity  the  appropriation  is  larger  than  it 
would  otherwise  be. 

Let  me  ask  you  this  question:  Are  we 
not  at  this  juncture  put  to  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  determining  which  of  these  things 
we  might  forgo  for  another  day,  not 
holding  that  they  are  not  good,  that  we 
would  not  like  to  have  them,  but  that 
as  of  today  we  just  do  not  see  how  we 
can  afford  them? 

There  was  great  controversy  about 
section  6  of  this  extension.  It  was 
added  in  the  House  committee.  It  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  direct  grants.  It  provided 
for  the  $50  million  that  is  here  found 
in  the  bill.  And  may  I  say  parentheti¬ 
cally,  there  have  been  charges  and 
countercharges  about  who  has  been  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  enactment  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  measures  that  bring  about 
these  appropriation  items. 

Let  me  point  out  to  you  again,  as  it 
has  already  been  pointed  out,  that  this 
is  one  item  you  cannot  charge  to  the  ad¬ 
ministration  because  the  administration 
held  that  section  6  should  be  properly 
deleted  from  the  bill,  and  there  was  a 
substantial  volume  of  opinion  here  in 
support  of  that  position.  The  teller  vote 
on  the  Dondero  amendment  to  strike  out 
section  6  was  112  for  and  118  against. 
That  certainly  was  no  decisive  vote. 

So  here  we  are.  As  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  have  looked  this  over.  I  went 
back  and  read  as  best  I  could  the  debates 
that  went  before.  I  know  every  one  of 
us  wants  our  streams  to  be  pure.  No 
one  realizes  any  more  than  I  that  water 
is  one  of  our  greatest  resources  and  one 
day  we  may  have  water  shortages  in 
places  where  today  we  are  more  con¬ 
cerned  about  floods.  But  even  realizing 
that  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
here  is  a  program,  no  matter  how  much 
it  has  to  recommend  it,  that  should  be 
terminated  for  the  present.  In  a  better 
day,  when  the  country  may  be  in  a  little 
better  shape  financially,  when  the  de¬ 
mands  for  national  defense  at  home  and 
abroad  are  not  so  great,  then  we  can 
again  turn  our  minds  to  this.  But  here 
is  an  item,  may  I  say  'to  you,  that  in¬ 
volves  the  potential  of  a  lot  of  money. 
It  is  not  just  a  flyspecking  operation. 
Certainly,  to  delete  this  item  interferes 
with  a  program  that  a  lot  of  people 
think  is  good.  I  think  it  is  good,  though 
I  still  believe  it  is  primarily  a  matter  of 
local  and  State  concern  and  responsibil¬ 
ity,  as  was  held  by  those  who  debated 
this  measure  a  year  ago. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am  going 
to  support  this  amendment  as  one  place 
where  we  can  call  to  the  attention  of 
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the  people  of  this  country,  if  nothing  else, 
that  these  programs  do  cost  money,  that 
we  cannot  have  them  all  without  paying 
for  them,  and  if  the  people  want  econ¬ 
omy  in  Federal  expenditures  the  only 
way  to  cut  is  to  cut.  This  is  a  place 
where  I  think  we  can  and  should  make 
a  cut. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  the 
pending  amendment,  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  close  at  5:30  o’clock. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  is 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  that  con¬ 
ducted  the  hearings  and  reported  out 
this  bill.  He  has  probably  done  more 
work  in  this  legislative  field  than  any 
other  man  in  the  history  of  the  Congress. 
I,  for  one,  appreciate  the  great  efforts  he 
has  made  in  espousing  this  legislation 
which  has  meant  so  much  to  the  health 
and  general  prosperity  of  this  country. 
I  think  the  gentleman  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  his  outstanding  and  splen¬ 
did  work  in  this  important  legislative 
field. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  most  sincerely  ap¬ 
preciate  the  kind  and  generous  remarks 
of  the  gentleman.  I  must  acknowledge 
for  the  record  that  if  it  were  not  for  the 
splendid  support  from  many  colleagues 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  and  from  all 
sections  of  the  country  passage  of  this 
first  important  piece  of  Federal  legisla¬ 
tion  on  water-pollution  control  would 
not  have  been  possible. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fulton], 
pointed  out  that  not  since  the  year  1900 
have  we  had  any  effective  water-pollu¬ 
tion  control  either  Federal,  State,  or 
local.  The  problem  has  been  getting 
worse  day  by  day  and  year  by  year  and 
month  by  month.  It  is  worse  today 
than  it  was  yesterday  and  it  was  worse 
yesterday  than  it  was  last  June  or  July, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  so 
ably  expressed  it.  At  no  time  in  the  past 
57  years  has  construction '  of  sewage- 
control  facilities  kept  up  with  the  de¬ 
mand  except  for  one  brief  period  of  years 
in  1932,  1933,  and  1934,  a  quarter  of  a 
centui’y  ago.  This  was  the  first  start  on 
a  problem  that  is  already  a  national 
problem  in  1  out  of  8  major  cities  in  over 
66  areas  of  the  country  involving  over  18 
million  people.  Yes,  in  your  State  of 
Texas  in  all  but  6  of  the  254  counties,  it 
is  an  emergency,  a  disaster,  a  crisis.  I 
say  that  the  pollution  of  water  is  a  waste 
of  water. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FISHER.  I  would  just  like  to 
point  this  out  to  the  gentleman.  While 
this  section  6  is  associated,  I  think,  by 
most  of  the  Members  with  stream  pollu¬ 
tion,  many  of  these  254  counties  are  not 
even  on  running  streams.  Some  of  these 
grants  that  I  know  have  been  made  to 
cities  that  are  far  away  even  from  a 
running  stream.  I  do  not  see  how  you 


can  associate  that  legislation  and  that 
problem  with  all  of  this  talk  that  has 
been  going  on  here  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  It  is  associated  in  this 
way.  Pollution  is  a  waste  of  water. 
Water  is  fixed.  It  is  constant.  We 
have  as  much  water  today  as  we  had  in 
1900  or  as  we  had  in  1620,  and  we  have 
more  people  using  more  water  per  per¬ 
son  as  well  as  more  industries  using  more 
water.  The  industrial  growth  has  been 
tremendous.  Ten  times  the  water  is 
used  today  by  industry  than  was  used 
25  years  ago.  It  will  be  doubled  in  the 
next  15  years,  you’  see.  So,  as  we  use 
more  water  from  a  fixed  source,  we  pol¬ 
lute  more  of  the  water  because  there  is 
less  to  use.  And  so  it  goes  around  and 
around  in  a  chain  of  reaction  that 
eventually  in  a  short  period  of  time  will 
make  water  not  only  a  national  problem 
but  a  crisis — which  I  must  say  exists 
already. 

Mr.  Chairman,  any  attempt  to  cut 
the  appropriation  for  water  pollution 
control  activities  and  sewage  treatment 
work  construction,  if  successful,  will 
have  serious  and  costly  effects  in  the  not 
too  distant  future. 

Last  year,  when  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  took  up  consideration  of 
the  bill  to  extend  and  strengthen  the 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1948,  I 
consulted  with  many  experts  in  the  field 
of  water  resources  conservation  and  de¬ 
velopment.  We  found,  after  consider¬ 
able  study  and  public  hearing,  that  of 
all  the  phases  of  the  problem  of  water 
conservation  most  neglected,  the  con¬ 
trol  of  pollution  topped  the  list.  In  es- 
sense  we  created  an  overall  spectrum 
band  to  discover  what  the  overall  water 
problem  entailed  and  where  pollution 
and  its  control  fit  in. 

Along  with  many  others,  we  found  two 
very  disturbing  facts.  One  is,  as  a  re¬ 
cent  New  York  Times  survey  has  indi¬ 
cated,  that  the  United  States  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  water  supply  problem 
that  poses  serious  questions  for  the 
future  growth  of  the  Nation.  There  is 
the  imminent  danger  that  the  Nation’s 
future  growth  will  be  limited  due  to  a 
water  shortage.  The  second  fact  was 
that  while  considerable  attention  was 
being  paid  to  most  aspects  of  the  water 
resources  conservation  and  development 
problem  one  area  seemed  to  be  almost 
totally  ignored — arid  that  was  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  pollution.  We  have  spent  billions 
storing  water,  damming  it,  conserving 
it  while  at^the  same  time  allowing  the 
pollution  problem  to  steadily  worsen. 
For  that  reason  we  enacted  Public  Law 
660  last  year.  It,  in  effect,  puts  the  pol¬ 
lution  problem  on  equal  footing  with 
other  serious  water  resource  problems 
and  for  the  first  time  we  have  the  ma¬ 
chinery  to  begin  to  cope  with  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

The  demand  for  water,  Mr.  Chairman, 
has  increased  immensely  while  the  sup¬ 
ply  has  remained  relatively  constant. 
Stated  simply,  that  is  the  water  resources 
problem  in  a  nutshell — relatively  con¬ 
stant  supply  and  an  ever  increasing  de¬ 
mand. 

The  increased  demand  for  water  comes 
about  because  of  increased  population, 
population  shifts,  expanded  industrial 
production,  increased  irrigation  and  rec¬ 


reational  uses,  and  increases  in  waste 
transportation. 

In  1900  our  population  was  76  million 
people.  They  used  5  billion  gallons  of 
water  a  day.  In  1955  our  population  was 
165  million.  They  used  22  billion  gallons 
of  water  a  day.  In  other  words,  a  little 
over  twice  as  many  people  required  four 
times  as  much  water.  By  1975  our  popu¬ 
lation  will  be  in  the  range  of  225  million 
persons  who  will  use  37  billion  gallons  of 
water  each  and  every  day  of  the  year. 
In  the  meantime,  our  water  supply  re¬ 
mains  constant  while  our  population  fig¬ 
ures  explode  upward. 

Consider  for  a  moment  the  increased 
demand  on  water  resources  due  to  in¬ 
creased  industrialization.  In  1900  some 
15  billion  gallons  of  water  were  used  each 
day — and  that  is  self-supplied,  not  in¬ 
cluding  water  obtained  from  public  sup¬ 
plies.  Since  then,  our  industrial  pro¬ 
duction  has  increased  over  900  percent, 
more  than  half  of  which  has  been  since 
1940,  and  today  American  industry  con¬ 
sumes  120  billion  gallons  of  self-sup¬ 
plied  water  each  day  and  by  1975  our 
industrial  machine  will  require  246  bil¬ 
lion  gallons  each  day.  By  1975  our  in¬ 
dustrial  capacity  will  be  double  the  1950 
levels.  Yet  the  supply  of  water  is  con¬ 
stant. 

Take  the  increased  use  of  water  for 
irrigation  purposes.  In  1900  we  were 
irrigating  7.7  million  acres  which  re¬ 
quired  20  billion  gallons  of  water  each 
day.  In  1955  we  were  irrigating  almost 
4  times  as  much  land — 29.5  million  acres. 
Yet  we  used  6  times  more  water  on  those 
acres — 120  billion  gallons  each  day.  By 
1975  we  will  be  irrigating  37.4  million 
acres  requiring  170  billion  gallons  of 
water  a  day. 

Add  to  this  the  increased  recreational 
use  of  water  and  the  increase  in  waste 
transportation  and  you  arrive  at  the 
startling  conclusion  that  by  1975  this 
country  will  require  an  increase  in  the 
current  water  supply  of  145  percent — 
equal  to  the  additional  supply  of  145 
New  York  City’s,  requiring  the  flow  of 
about  11  Colorado  Rivers. 

.  How  then  can  we  permit  the  waste  of 
water?  Yet  that  is  exactly  what  pollu¬ 
tion  is:  Polluted  water  is  wasted  water 
and  we  do  not  have  a  drop  to  waste. 

I  am  sure  the  people  living  in  the  in¬ 
creasing  number  of  areas  suffering  water 
shortages  will  bear  me  out.  And  today 
there  are  some  66  such  areas  affecting- 
over  18  million  people.  Think  of  it:  18 
million  people  living  in  water  shortage 
areas  and  yet  there  are  those  here  this 
afternoon  who  would  eliminate  a  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  conserve  and  increase 
our  water  supply. 

Mr.  Chairman,  unless  we  tackle  this 
water  pollution  problem,  and  tackle  it 
hard,  we  are  going  to  be  in  very  serious 
trouble  in  a  few  short  years.  Pollu¬ 
tion  is  one  of  the  largest  contributors  to 
our  present  and  future  water  resources 
problem  and  we  must  recognize  that  its 
control  is  one  of  the  most  effective  and 
economical  water  conservations  meas¬ 
ures. 

The  pollution  problem  has  gone  from 
bad  to  worse,  even  under  the  original 
Pollution  Control  Act  of  1948.  Both 
municipal  and  industrial  pollution  has 
greatly  increased. 
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In  1920,  48  million  people  were  served 
by  sewers  and  wastes  had  a  population 
equivalent  of  42  million  persons.  Today 
95  million  are  served  by  sewers  and 
wastes  have  a  population  equivalent  of 
55  million  persons.  By  1935  an  esti¬ 
mated  160  million  persons  will  be  served 
by  seWers  with  wastes  having  a  popula¬ 
tion  equivalent  depending  on  what  we 
do  about  pollution  in  the  interim.  And 
what  has  been  our  progress  in  supplying 
facilities  for  the  treatment  of  these 
wastes?  Right  now,  as  this  debate  goes 
on,  there  is  a  need  for  9,255  municipal 
treatment  projects. 

The  picture  is  even  darker  regarding 
industrial  waste.  In  1,920  organic 
wastes  discharged  by  industry  had  a 
population  equivalent  of  50  million  per¬ 
sons.  Today  that  is  more  than  doubled. 
Organic  wastes  discharged  by  industry 
has  a  population  equivalent  today  of 
110  million  persons.  By  1975  we  know 
that  our  present  industrial  capacity  will 
be  doubled.  The  amount  of  pollution, 
Mr.  Chairman,  will  again  depend  large¬ 
ly  on  what  we  do  today  and  in  the  years 
to  come  in  the  field  of  pollution  control. 
A  1955  survey  by  the  Public  Health 
Service  shows  a  total  of  5,700  treatment 
projects  needed  by  industry. 

To  combat  especially  the  municipal 
pollution  problem,  Mr.  Chairman,  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  what  is  now  Public  Law  660  was 
included  in  the  bill.  We  had  a  tough 
fight  to  hold  that  section  in  the  bill, 
and  it  would  appear  that  our  opponents 
have  not  given  up  for  the  very  people 
who  opposed  section  6  last  year  for  one 
reason  or  another  now  have  as  their 
battlecry,  “Cut  the  budget.” 

The  appropriation  bill  before  us  ap¬ 
propriates  $50  million  for  the  next  fiscal 
year  for  the  construction  of  municipal 
sewage-treatment  plants.  The  need  for 
such  Federal  aid  cannot  be  denied.  Ex¬ 
cepting  the  period  1933-1939,  when  Fed¬ 
eral  public  works  monies  were  available, 
in  no  year  has  the  construction  of  sewage 
treatment  works  kept  pace  with  the 
growth  in  population.  By  1956  the  back¬ 
log  of  needed  municipal  sewage  con¬ 
struction  had  risen  to  9,255  projects. 
That  is  just  the  backlog.  To  keep  the 
Nation  merely  from  falling  further  be¬ 
hind,  Federal  aid  is  needed. 

Federal  aid  to  communities  for  sew¬ 
age  treatment  work  construction  has 
been  in  effect  only  since  last  July.  And 
already  we  hear  that  the  program  is  a 
failure  and  that  it  should  be  eliminated. 
The  logic  of  those  proposing  the  elim¬ 
inate  escapes  me.  Time  and  again  I 
have  heard  the  argument  that  “$50  mil¬ 
lion  isn’t  enough  so  do  not  give  them 
anything.”  The  argument  is  that  some 
communities  are  holding  back  waiting 
for  Federal  fimds  and  this  is  hampering 
progress  in  treatment  work  construction. 
All  will  agree  that  in  the  less-populated 
States  sewage-treatment  construction 
has  been  vastly  increased  by  the  grants 
made  available  under  the  new  act. 
However,  in  some  of  the  more  populated 
States  there  has  not  been  enough  money 
to  satisfy  all  communities  which  applied 
for  it.  This  has  led  to  the  contention  in 
some  quarters  that  such  communities 
would  have  begun  construction  if  the 
grants  were  not  available,  or  are  holding 


back  construction  until  they  can  receive 
the  grants.  It  should  be  pointed  out 
that  the  only  reason  applications  were 
received  from  all  these  communities  in 
the  more  populated  States  is  the  fact 
that  construction  grants  were  made 
available.  Many  of  the  communities 
would  have  shown  no  inclination  to  move 
ahead  at  the  present  time  without  the 
stimulus  of  the  Federal  act.  Thus,  in¬ 
stead  of  slowing  construction  it  has  stim¬ 
ulated  planning  and  thinking  and  shown 
that  there  is  a  need  and  desire  to  build 
treatment  works.  Further,  with  the  rel- 
ativeley  poor  status  of  the  municipal 
bond  market,  it  is  remarkable  that  sew¬ 
age  treatment  works  construction  has 
been  continuing,  at  its  present  high  level. 
The  Bond  Buyer — the  bible  of  the 
bond  market — in  its  published  index 
shows  that  the  current  municipal  bond 
rate  is  3.12  percent,  while  1  year  ago  the 
rate  was  2.58  percent.  This  is  caused 
by  a  general  nationwide  rise  in  costs. 

This  I  think  can  only  be  attributed  to 
the  impetus  given  such  construction  by 
the  new  grant  program. 

Since  we  have  all  these  applications 
for  grants  and  not  sufficient  fimds  in 
many  of  the  States  to  meet  the  demand, 
is  the  solution  to  cut  the  grants  off  com¬ 
pletely  or  to  consider  raising  the  appro¬ 
priation  to  meet  this  demand?  I  think 
this  request  is  modest  indeed  to  continue 
the  great- stimulation  in  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  construction  started  under  the 
Federal  act.  Cutting  these  funds  when 
this  program  has  just  barely  had  time 
to  get  started  would  be  catastrophic  and 
would  completely  thwart  the  efforts  of 
the  Congress  to  meet  the  critical  na¬ 
tional  problem  of  protecting  and  improv¬ 
ing  the  quality  of  our  water  resources. 

From  all  over  the  country  are  coming 
reports  of  applications  for  grants  far  ex¬ 
ceeding  the  State  allocation.  In  my  own 
State  of  Minnesota,  the  Minnesota  E>e- 
partment  of  Health  in  its  quarterly  re¬ 
port  states : 

A  total  of  44  applications  for  grants  re¬ 
questing  $2,727,868  were  received  during  the 
quarter.  These  requests  represent  a  total 
construction  cost  for  sewage  treatment  fa¬ 
cilities  of  $9,082,000.  Minnesota’s  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  this  fiscal  year  is  $929,000 
or  approximately  34  percent  of  the  amount 
requested  in  the  applications. 

Out  of  44  applications,  Minnesota  only 
had  enough  for  the  first  9  on  the  priority 
list  of  eligible  projects.  Most  other 
States  are  experiencing  a  similar  influx 
of  requests  which  can  only  partly  be  met. 
Is  this  cause  to  eliminate  the  program? 
That  is  thinking  backward.  Rather  it 
is  cause  to  increase  it  as  is  usually  the 
solution  when  what  you  have  is  not 
enough. 

Actually,  excellent  progress  has  been 
made  in  the  construction  grants  pro¬ 
gram  even  with  the  limited  amounts 
available. 

As  of  March  25,  1957,  projects  have 
been  approved  and  grant  offers  made  to 
237  municipalities  or  other  applicants 
in  40  States.  Involved  are  $84.5  million 
estimated  construction  costs  and  $19.9 
million  in  Federal  grant  funds. 

Many  States  have  a  backlog  of  ap¬ 
plications  involving  gi’ant  funds  consid¬ 
erably  in  excess  of  their  1957  fiscal-year 
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allotments.  Twelve  of  these  States  have 
reported  applications  involving  requests 
for  grants  from  2  to  5  times  their  1957 
fiscal-year  allotments.  In  all,  applica¬ 
tions  have  been  submitted  to  States  for 
projects  estimated  to  cost  in  excess  of 
$416  million.  An  additional  number  of 
applications  are  reported  to  be  in  prep¬ 
aration  involving  about  $45  million  in 
estimated  construction  costs. 

Can  anyone  still  argue  there  is  not  a 
need  for  a  Federal  sewage -treatment 
construction  grant  program?  We  are 
trying  to  put  out  a  conflagration  here 
with  an  eyedropper.  I  cannot  urge  too 
strongly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  items 
In  this  bill  for  sewage-treatment  work 
construction  and  water-pollution  control 
programs  be  approved  in  their  entirety. 

An  item  of  special  importance,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  the  need  for  research. 
This  appropriation  bill  will  enable  us 
to  make  a  start  in  obtaining  knowledge 
which  is  needed  to  enable  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral  Governments  to  plan  and  maintain 
control  of  wastes  in  water.  Only  new 
knowledge  can  enable  us  to  conserve, 
cleanse  and  reuse  waters  in  the  shortage 
areas.  Only  new  methods  can  enable 
us  to  reduce  the  costs  of  waste  treat¬ 
ment  to  reasonable  levels. 

On  this  last  point,  for  example,  it 
has  been  estimated  that  continued  ex¬ 
pansion  of  municipal  waste  treatment 
at  present  per  capita  cost  figures,  would 
not  reduce  the  alarming  pollution  of  our 
streams  at  all.  With  present  methods 
and  prices,  per  capita  expenditures  for 
municipal  waste  treatment  would  have 
to  be  increased  by  86  percent,  to  reach 
the  desired  level  of  control  in  10  years. 

When  you  get  into  industrial  wastes, 
with  the  discharges  from  plants  produc¬ 
ing  our  wonder  chemicals,  our  thousands 
of  tons  of  paper  and  our  new  metals, 
the  cost  and  control  problems  grow  even 
greater  than  those  of  municipal  sewage. 

The  plain  fact  is  we  must  have  new 
knowledge — sure  knowledge  of  the  effects 
of  wastes  on  the  usefulness  of  water,  and 
ways  to  cut  the  costs  of  their  control. 
There  is  no  other  way  to  assure  the  sup¬ 
plies  of  water  that  are  needed,  now  and 
for  the  future. 

Under  the  original  Pollution  Control 
Act  the  enforcement  provision  was  un¬ 
workable.  For  that  reason  enforcement 
items  were  disallowed  in  previous  appro¬ 
priation  bills  because,  in  the  words  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  “the  act. 
Public  Law  845,  80th  Congress,  is  in  the 
final  analysis  almost  unenforcible.” 

Now,  however,  under  Public  Law  660, 
for  the  first  time  we  have  a  workable  en¬ 
forcement  provision  which  already  has 
produced  results. 

Under  the  new  workable  enforcement 
provisions  of  the  act,  dockets  on  110 
actual  and  potential  interstate  pollution 
problems  are  being  prepared  with  State 
cooperation.  The  purpose  of  this  evalua¬ 
tion  is  to  identify  those  areas  in  which 
control  may  not  be  adequate  and  where 
remedial  measures  are  needed.  Priori¬ 
ties  will  be  established  on  problems  not 
yet  solved  by  the  States  and  research, 
technical,  and  other  assistance  to  the 
States  will  be  provided  on  the  basis  of 
such  priorities. 
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Under  the  revitalized  act,  a  hearing 
was  held  concerning  interstate  pollution 
of  the  Corney  drainage  system  from  oil 
wells  in  Arkansas  making  waters  in 
Louisiana  unfit  for  sport  and  commercial 
fishing,  recreation,  stock  watering,  irri¬ 
gation,  and  other  agricultural  uses,  for 
municipal  use,  most  industrial  uses  and 
use  by  valuable  species  of  wild  animals 
inhabiting  the  area.  Field  information 
reveals  that  of  the  75  oil  wells  cited  in  this 
case,  59  have  already  ceased  contributing 
to  the  pollution  and  the  operators  of  the 
other  16  wells  are  taking  positive  action 
to  cease  pollution. 

Further,  the  State  of  Delaware  in  its 
annual  report  has  announced  that  the 
interstate  pollution  of  Buntings  Branch 
creating  serious  nuisance  conditions  at 
Bishopville,  Md.,  has  been  corrected. 
The  Delaware  Water  Pollution  Control 
Authority  announced  that  a  poultry  pro¬ 
cess  plant — the  major  cause  of  this  pol¬ 
lution — has  installed  an  adequate  waste 
treatment  system.  This  action  was 
taken  by  the  State  of  Delaware  after  a 
survey  made  by  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice.  The  -State  of  Delaware  requested 
an  opportunity  to  remedy  this  situation 
under  its  own  procedures,  so  the  Public 
Health  Seiwice  did  not  institute  formal 
enforcement  proceedings. 

These  examples  illustrate  the  type  of 
action  the  Public  Plealth  Service  will 
take.  Interstate  waters,  such  as  the 
Potomac  River  and  the  Missouri  River, 
seem  to  have  critical  pollution  problems 
which  ne?d  to  be  corrected.  If  these 
and  other  of  the  110  areas  being  evalu¬ 
ated  by  the  Public  Health  Service  are 
ocnsidered  to  have  a  high  priority  for 
Federal  enforcement  action,  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  formal  legal ‘proceedings  to 
abate  pollution  will  be  started.  In  such 
cases,  investigations  will  have  to  be  un¬ 
dertaken  to  provide  evidence  that  can 
withstand  legal  scrutiny.  This  will  in¬ 
volve  the  use  of  trailer  laboratories,  the 
procuring  of  afOdavits  and  other  evidence 
of  damages. 

In  1957  an  excellent  stai’t  was  made 
in  the  interstate  pollution  abatement 
program  on  a  modest  budget  of  $250,000. 
As  the  program  develops  with  increas¬ 
ing  emphasis  on  conferences,  hearings, 
and  technical  investigations  of  pollu¬ 
tion  in  enforcement  operations  the  re¬ 
sults  will  more  than  justify  the  appro¬ 
priation.  It  is  believed  the  $350,000  re¬ 
quested  is  modest  indeed  to  achieve  such 
important  results. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  more  than  60  years 
bills  have  been  before  this  Congress  to 
provide  for  an  effective  pollution  control 
program.  For  the  first  time  we  have 
one.  However,  this  program  is  just  get¬ 
ting  started  and  it  needs  cold  hard  cash 
to  be  successful.  The  Nation’s  future 
growth  depends  upon  the  preservation  of 
the  quality  of  its  water  resources.  We 
cannot  afford  to  be  tightfisted  with  our 
Nation’s  future.  I  cannot  urge  too 
strongly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  ap¬ 
propriation  be  approved  in  full. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 


(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  in¬ 
teresting,  and  I  would  urge  that  when  the 
Members  return  to  their  offices  they  get 
out  the  CONGREssfoNAL  RECORD  Of  June 
13,  1956,  and  read  the  debate  which  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  floor  of  the  House  on  that 
day  when  the  new  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  was  up  for  discussion. 
At  that  time  every  argument  that  has 
been  made  today  was  carefully  consid¬ 
ered,  and  this  House  rejected  those  argu¬ 
ments  that  water  and  water  pollution 
were  not  matters  of  national  concern  and 
were  not  matters  that  should  be  taken 
care  of  at  once,  and  by  an  overwhelming 
vote  passed  the  House  and  was  signed 
by  the  President  on  July  9,  1956. 

In  that  bill,  which  was  handled  on  the 
floor  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Blatnik]  and  our  colleague  from 
Michigan  who  retired,  Mr.  Dondero,  this 
House  said  that  Congress  in  recognition 
of  a  national  problem  authorized  the 
expenditure  of  $500  million  at  the  rate 
of  $50  million  a  year  for  the  next  10  years 
in  an  effort  to  accomplish  something 
toward  combating  a  menace  which  has 
been  growing  in  the  United  States  for 
over  50  years. 

Is  pollution  gaining  on  us?  It  is.  For 
construction  of  sewage  treatment  works 
alone,  our  yearly  average  from  1915  to 
1950  in  terms  of  1950  dollars,  was  $141 
million.  In  spite  of  these  large  outlays, 
construction  has  steadily  fallen  behind 
needs. 

This  was  especially  true  during  World 
War  II — the  very  time  when  a  consider¬ 
able  increase  in  waste  production  took 
place.  As  a  result,  a  large  backlog  of 
urgently  needed  construction  has  accu¬ 
mulated. 

As  we  stand  now,  to  bring  treatment- 
works  construction  up  to  the  level  neces¬ 
sary,  simply  to  keep  even  with  the  grow¬ 
ing  pollution  problems  would  call  for  an 
estimated  annual  spending  of  from  four 
hundred  and  fifty  to  five  hundred  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  for  the  next  10  years. 

How  many  treatment  plants  are  we 
short? 

As  reported  at  the  beginning  of  1955 
the  figures  were: 

Municipal  treatment  plants  needed, 
6,686.  The  figure  includes:  3,618  new 
plants;  738  replacements;  1,567  enlarge¬ 
ments,  additions,  and  so  forth;  and  763 
of  a  type  not  reported. 

Industrial  treatment  plants  needed, 
5,728,  the  figure  including:  2,508  new 
plants;  183  replacements;  943  enlarge¬ 
ments,  additions,  and  so  forth;  644  con¬ 
nections  to  municipal  sewers;  and  1,450 
to  meet  a  type  of  need  not  determined. 

Such  is  the  size  of  the  backlog.  And 
stepped-up  construction  of  waste-treat¬ 
ment  works  is  only  one  of  the  needs  to  be 
met  if  we  are  going  to  catch  up  with  pol¬ 
lution,  crack  the  problem  of  regional 
shortages,  and  safeguard  a  growing  na¬ 
tion’s  diminishing  water  supply. 

Today  about  100  million  of  our  170 
million  people  are  living  in  sewered  mu¬ 
nicipalities.  Into  their  watercourses 
their  municipal  sewer  systems  are  pour¬ 
ing  their  toilet  flushings,  bath  and  wash 
water,  kitchen-sink  garbage,  restaurant 
and  laundry  washings,  hospital  and  mor¬ 


tuary  refuse — in  fact  the  whole  gamut 
of  things  mentionable  and  unmention¬ 
able  that  can  be  got  rid  of  by  dumping 
them  down  the  drainpipe. 

Recent  figures  released  by  the  United 
States  Public  Health  Service  show  the 
construction  grants  program  under  the 
new  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
really  rolling.  The  act  was  signed  by  the 
Pi^sident  last  July  9.  It  was  designed  to 
help  the  cities  and  towns  of  our  country 
to  build  sewage-treatment  plants.  By 
March  26  of  this  year  $21,061,879  had 
been  awarded  in  grants  to  255  munici¬ 
palities  to  help  them  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  sewage-treatment  works.  The 
cities  and  towns,  ranging  in  population 
from  280  to  353,000  had  added  $68,871,- 
689  of  their  own  funds,  bringing  the 
total  to  be  spent  on  sewage-treatment 
facilities  to  $89,933,569. 

The  construction-grants  program  is 
only  one  of  several  authorizations  of  the 
new  Federal  legislation  designed  to 
broaden  and  strengthen  the  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  of  1948. 

With  programs  in  the  course  of  devel¬ 
opment  in  the  various  areas  designated 
by  Congress,  the  provision  for  Federal 
grants  to  assist  in  the  construction  of 
sewage-treatment  works  marks  the  first 
time  in  the  history  of  water  resources 
management  in  the  United  States  that 
a  program  of  Federal  grants  to  munici¬ 
palities,  designed  exclusively  to  stimu¬ 
late  the  construction  of  sewage-treat¬ 
ment  works,  has  been  authorized  by 
Congress. 

Construction  of  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  waste-treatment  works  is  far  from 
keeping  pace  with  the  Nation’s  growing 
pollution  problem,  according  to  estimates 
of  needs  as  made  by  the  Public  Health 
Service.  In  spite  of  large  outlays,  the 
installation  of  treatment  works  has  been 
steadily  falling  behind  needs.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  a  large  backlog  has  piled  up.  As 
we  stand  today,  using  1955  figures  as  a 
basis  of  estimate,  the  needs  as  seen  by 
the  Public  Health  Service  is  for  at 
least  6,700  municipal  and  5,750  indus¬ 
trial  waste-treatment  plants,  the  figures 
including  new  plants,  replacements, 
enlargements,  additions,  and  so  forth. 

The  record  so  far,  as  the  construction 
grant  program  under  the  new  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  has  been  gathering 
way  since  its  launching  late  last  summer, 
indicates  that  it  is  functioning  as  Con¬ 
gress  intended — as  a  stimulus  to  con¬ 
struction  of  badly  needed  sewage-treat¬ 
ment  woi’ks. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  continue  this 
national  effort  to  clean  up  our  country’s 
rivers  and  streams. 

The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  of  1956  also  contained  provisions 
with  regard  to  grants  to  States. 

A  total  of  $2  million  in  Federal  grants 
by  the  Public  Health  Service  has  enabled 
States  to  budget  $6,417,356  to  help  them 
administer  expanded  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  programs  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year. 

Despite  shortage  of  scientists  and 
technicians,  the  first  response  to  the 
general-aid  program  is  encouraging. 

Reports  on  the  program  from  the 
States  indicate  that  the  Federal  money 
is  being  spent  by  the  State  to  obtain 
better  water  quality  data,  determine  the 
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degree  of  antipollution  treatment  need¬ 
ed,  and  where  necessary,  to  prosecute 
water  pollution  control  violations  on 
intrastate  streams. 

Some  of  the  State  agencies  are  spend¬ 
ing  a  part  of  their  funds  for  automatic 
sewage  and  industrial  waste  sampling 
equipment.  Several  plan  to  purchase 
special  equipment  to  monitor  radioac¬ 
tivity  in  waters:  10  States  are  planning 
special  radiological  surveys. 

Nearly  all  of  the  reporting  States  plan 
to  expand  existing  laboratory  facilities. 
Four  plan  decentralized  branch  offices. 
Eight  expressed  the  desire  to  modify  ex¬ 
isting  water  pollution  control  laws  in 
the  direction  of  stronger -.enforcement. 

This  Federal  aid  is  given  under  section 
5  (a)  of  the  new  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act.  It  is  in  addition  to  the  act’s  au¬ 
thorization  of  $50  million  annually — up 
to  an  aggregate  of  $500  million — to  help 
communities  build  sewage  treatment  fa¬ 
cilities. 

^In  this  kind  of  a  program  the  States 
have  the  basic  responsibility  and  the 
Federal  Government  shares  in  the  finan¬ 
cial  burden  of  helping  to  provide  much 
needed  assistance  in  this  new  and  im¬ 
portant  program  of  cleaning  up  the 
Nation’s  rivers  and  streams. 

Broader  and  more  intensive  research 
Is  an  urgent  need  in  fighting  the  pollu¬ 
tion  of  our  streams  and  rivers.  Estab¬ 
lishment  by  the  Public  Health  Service 
of  the  Robert  A.  Taft  Sanitary  Engineer¬ 
ing  Cefiter,  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  marked 
an  important  step  to  meet  this  need, 
but  more  money  than  has  so  far  been 
made  available  is  needed  to  provide  re¬ 
search  there  and  elsewhere. 

Some  of  the  studies  being  carried  on 
at  the  Robert  A.  Taft  Engineering  Center 
are: 

Significance  of  viruses  in  water  sup¬ 
plies. 

Role  of  fungi  in  water  sanitation  and 
in  waste  treatment. 

Improvement  of  methods  for  rapid 
identification  of  bacterial  indicators  of 
sewage  contamination. 

Identification  and  control  of  algae, 
actinomycetes,  and  other  water-supply 
interference  organisms. 

Determination  of  the  environmental 
requirements  of  fish  as  a  basis  for  estab¬ 
lishing  water  quality  requirements. 

Determination  of  the  persistence  char¬ 
acteristics  of  organic  compounds  in  water 
solution. 

Development  of  procedures  for  routine 
stream  monitoring  for  radioactivity. 

Evaluation  of  water-treatment  plants 
in  removing  heavy  loadings  of  coliform 
organisms  in  raw  water. 

Treatment  requirements  of  individu¬ 
ally  owned  and  operated  water-supply 
systems. 

The  funds  sought  for  research  in 
water-pollution-control  program  is  mod¬ 
est  enough,  in  all  conscience.  Study  of 
the  pollution  of  our  streams  and  rivers 
by  the  new  petrochemical  and  other  in¬ 
dustries  demands  the  best  scientific  and 
technical  skills  and  techniques.  To  get 
them  more  money  is  needed  than  is  be¬ 
ing  sought  here  today. 

If  there  is  any  other  item  in  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Labor  and  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  and  related  agencies 


appropriation  bill  of  1958  which  more 
vitally  affects  the  life,  health,  and  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  of  the  170  million  people 
now  living  in  this  country,  and  our  obli¬ 
gation  to  provide  those  who  come  after 
us  with  an  adequate  supply  of  pure 
water,  I  do  not  know  what  it  is. 

I  urge,  therefore,  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  overwhelmingly  defeated  and 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  again 
reiterate  what  we  said  so  forcibly  on 
June  13,  1956. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  the  illuminating  and 
up-to-date  figures  he  has  given  showing 
that  there  has  been  a  great  spurt  of  ac¬ 
tivity  on  the  part  of  municipalities  and 
State  legislatures  most  of  which  are  now 
in  session  considering  this  legislation 
greater  than  ever  before. 

In  addition  to  the  moneys  which  the 
localities  put  in  for  the  sewage-disposal 
facilities  there  then  comes  also  addi¬ 
tional  expense  in  terms  of  sewers  and  for 
collecting  systems  and  for  all  these  other 
facilities  that  do  not  come  under  a  sew¬ 
age-disposal  facility.  So  the  ratio,  in¬ 
stead  of  being  1  to  3  or  1  to  5,  I  believe, 
will  hit  1  to  8. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  support. 

Mr.  KARSTES’I.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Every  4  years,  the  two  major  political 
parties  gather  in  convention  to  select 
candidates,  make  promises,  and  write 
platforms.  Last  year,  the  Democrats 
met  at  Chicago  and  the  Republicans  at 
San  Francisco.  Both  parties  had  some¬ 
thing  to  say  on  water  pollution  and  wa¬ 
ter  resources.  The  Democrats  and  Re¬ 
publicans  recognized  that  water  js  one 
of  Qur  most  valuable  natural  resources, 
one  that  we  must  protect  and  conserve. 

The  Democrats  at  the  Chicago  con¬ 
vention  adopted  this  language  as  a  part 
of  their  platform: 

The  Democratic  84th  Congress  has  taken 
a  long  step  toward  reducing  the  pollution  of 
our  rivers  and  streams.  We  pledge  continua¬ 
tion  and  expansion  of  this  program,  vital  to 
every  citizen. 

The  Republicans  at  San  Francisco 
went  a  little  further  than  the  Democrats. 
Of  course,  they  held  their  convention  a 
little  later.  The  Republicans  had  this 
to  say: 

Water  resource  development  legislation  en¬ 
acted  under  the  Elsenhower  administration 
already  has  ushered  in  one  of  the  greatest 
water  resource  development  programs  this 
Natipn  has  ever  seen,  a  soundly  conceived 
construction  program  that  will  continue 
throughout  this  century  and  beyond. 

Those  platforms  were  adopted  in  1956 
and  the  act  has  not  yet  been  in  effect  for 
a  year. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Would  the  gentleman 
take  that  statement  to  mean  an  endorse¬ 
ment  of  section  6  of  this  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Act? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  As  I  see  it,  the  Re¬ 
publicans  want  to  take  credit  for  the 
benefits  but  they  want  to  place  the  blame 
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for  passing  it  on  the  Democrats.  Of 
course,  the  Democrats  are  willing  to  as- 
siune  that  responsibility. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ICARSTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  was  chairman 
of  the  Democratic  platform  committee 
and  that  was  unanimously  adopted  by 
the  subcommittee  which  drafted  the 
Democratic  platform  and  by  the  full 
committee.  I  may  also  say  it  is  amusing 
to  me  to  listen  to  the  arguments  of  those 
who  favor  the  elimination  of  this  $50 
million  from  this  appropriation  bill  on 
the  basis  that  water  pollution  legislation 
is  something  of  recent  origin.  This 
Congress  has  been  considering  it  as  far 
back  as  I  can  remember  being  a  Member 
of  this  Congress.  In  the  early  thirties 
a  great  man  in  Connecticut,  Gus  Loner- 
gan,  who  served  in  this  body  and  in  the 
Senate,  was  fighting  for  water  pollution 
legislation  in  an  effort  to  awaken  the 
people  of  the  country  to  the  necessity  of 
it.  This  is  a  meritorious  item,  one  that 
is  vitally  necessary,  and  I  join  with  those 
who  opposed  the  amendment  and  I  hope 
it  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  The  Republicans  are 
committed  for  the  remainder  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  century  and  the  people  would  like 
to  have  some  action. 

Mr.  GAVTN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  want  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  Republican  colleagues  to  this 
fact:  I  think  the  President  in  his  state 
of  the  Union  message  made  the  most 
forceful  statement  on  water  and  natural 
resources  that  has  ever  been  stated  by 
anybody.  May  I  just  quote  this: 

I  would  like  to  make  special  mention  of 
programs  for  making  the  best  uses  of  water, 
rapidly  becoming  our  most  precious  natural 
resources,  just  as  it  can  be,  when  neglected, 
a  destroyer  of  both  life  and  wealth. 

He  goes  on  to  recommend  programs  of 
cooperation  between  the  Federal,  the 
States,  and  local  authorities  to  prepare 
a  technique  whereby  we  can  clean  up 
these  polluted  waterways  all  over  the 
counti-y. 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  That  language  is 
practically  identical  with  the  remainder 
of  the  language  in  the  Republican  plat¬ 
form.  Evidently  the  President  is  mak¬ 
ing  a  genuine  effort  to  try  to  carry  out 
the  platform,  but  he  needs  a  little  help 
from  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  ia 
order  to  do  it. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Much  has  been  made  of 
the  point  here  that  this  is  a  congressional 
program  that  was  not  endorsed  by  the 
administration.  Is  there  anything  in  the 
Constitution  that  prohibits  the  Congress 
itself  from  enacting  a  program  that  is 
beneficial  to  the  people  of  the  country? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  know  of  nothing  in 
the  Constitution  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Did  not  the  President 
sign  this  bill? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  Yes.  The  President 
could  have  vetoed  it.  The  Republicans 
took  every  possible  bit  of  credit  for  it  in 
the  last  year’s  elections. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  As  I  listened 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
quoting  the  President,  he  talked  about 
water  resources,  which  is  a  very  broad 
subject,  and  would  include  your  Colorado 
River  project,  and  others.  I  do  not  think 
anything  was  said  about  pollution. 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  Republican  platform  is  so 
broad  it  encompasses  everything  in  the 
way  of  water  resources.  Certainly  pol¬ 
lution  of  our  streams  is  seriously  damag¬ 
ing  our  water  resources  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  spoke  of  in  his  message.  These  are 
the  same  water  resources  that  the  Re¬ 
publicans  seek  to  protect  in  their  plat¬ 
form.  The  people  have  the  right  to  ex¬ 
pect  the  Republicans  to  carry  out  their 
programs. 

The  Democrats  also  have  a  responsi¬ 
bility  because  the  program  was  inaugu¬ 
rated  during  the  Democratic  84th  Con¬ 
gress.  We,  too,  have  pledged  continua¬ 
tion  and  expansion  of  the  program.  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

(Mr.  KARSTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  req¬ 
uisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  debate  has  gotten  far 
afield  from  some  of  the  reasons  why  we 
should  seriously  oppose  the  present 
amendment  to  strike  this  amount  of 
money  from  the  budget.  The  other  day 
I  came  across  the  word  “metropolis”  in 
a  newspaper.  I  wondered  what  it  meant 
and  found  out  they  were  talking  about 
huge  cities  that  are  rapidly  taking  form 
in  this  country.  These  new  areas  ex¬ 
tending  on  the  eastern  coast  from  Wash¬ 
ington  to  Boston  present  new  problems 
in  pollution.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
most  serious  problem  they  have  to  con¬ 
tend  with  is  pollution.  On  the  west  coast 
the  great  area,  for  instance,  in  southern 
California  has  the  problem  of  air  pol¬ 
lution  and  sewage  and  water  pollution 
to  take  care  of.  It  is  the  thing  that 
hampers  the  growth  of  these  areas. 

In  this  week’s  U.  S.  News  &  World  Re¬ 
port  they  sketch  the  stripped  cities  that 
become  the  metropolises  of  this  country 
throughout  the  future.  They  tell  you  of 
the  decentralization  of  people,  the  de¬ 
centralization  of  industry  along  the  new 
projected  highways,  and  in  parts  of  the 
country  where  these  highways  have  been 
built  we  have  seen  this  decentraliza¬ 
tion,  and  with  that  decentralization 
comes  the  problem  of  pollution. 


Pollution  is  the  enemy  of  modern 
civilization,  and  I  am  sure  that  those  of 
you  who  have  traveled  in  Europe  or  the 
Orient  are  immediately  struck  by  the  dif¬ 
ference  in  the  cities  that  you  see  and  the 
approaches  to  the  cities  that  you  see. 
But  particularly  in  the  Orient  and 
Africa  your  nose  knows  the  difference 
when  you  get  into  the  cities  where  pol¬ 
lution  is  rife  with  accompanying  diseases 
and  the  disorders  that  follow  that  sort  of 
thing. 

Now,  there  is  no  time  to  wait.  We  are 
behind  in  this  program.  Ti-ying  to 
rationalize  the  situation,  our  friends  who 
support  this  amendment  tell  us  that  we 
can  wait;  we  can  put  this  off  until  an¬ 
other  day ;  we  can  wait  for  the  pie  in  the 
sky.  But,  there  is  no  time  to  wait.  The 
problem  is  here  now,  and  we  have  been 
delaying  and  delinquent  in  trying  to  find 
its  solution.  I  am  certain  that  when  this 
House  rejected  the  amendment  to  strike 
this  from  the  bill  last  year  by  a  vote  of 
165  to  213,  it  spoke  the  will  of  this  body, 
and  the  will  of  the  other  body',  appar¬ 
ently,  evidenced  itself  or  the  bill  would 
never  have  become  law. 

So,  let  us  not  haggle  about  how  this 
became  law.  It  became  law  because 
there  was  a  demand  and  a  necessity  for 
it  for  the  health  of  this  country  and  its 
orderly  development. 

I  remember  just  yesterday  taking  a 
look  at  a  page  in  the  Washington  Post 
that  speaks  of  30  years  of  pollution,  and 
I  think  that  anyone  who  reads  that  or 
those  of  you  wlao  read  and  remember 
recognize  why  this  problem  must  be 
solved  now  if  we  are  to  develop  our  coun¬ 
try  and  its  resources  to  the  fullness  that 
will  be  necessary  to  meet  the  populations 
to  come  in  the  years  ahead. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoffman)  there 
were — ayes  115,  noes  55. 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  lose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  For  AND,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agenies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


COLORADO  RIVER  STORAGE 
PROJECT 

(Mr.  UTT  asked  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  this 
day  introduced  a  measure  to  repeal  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project.  I  take 
this  action  now  because  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  has  called  for  bids  on  the 
construction  of  the  dam  at  Glen  Canyon, 
These  bids  are  supposed  to  be  opened 
this  month  and  there  are  specifications 


‘  in  the  request  for  bids  which  violate  t^e 
,  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  ComMfct, 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act/the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustm^t  Act 
;  and  the  water  and  power  (jdntracts 
thereunder.  / 

Item  5  of  paragraph  52  on^page  43  of 
the  printed  specifications  p^vide: 

During  closure  operatior^ the  contractor 
.  will  be  required  to  pass  a ^inimum  of  1,000 
'  cubic  feet  per  second  /through  the  right 
;  tunnel  Intake  closure  /Structure  until  suf¬ 
ficient  head  is  available  to  pass  1,000  cubic 
;  feet  per  second  through  the  high-pressure 
slide  gates  of  the  ^ft  diversion  tunnel  with 
all  gates  fully  on«i.  As  soon  as  1,000  cubic 
feet  per  secondAs  flowing  through  the  Idft 
:  diversion  tunnel,  the  contractor  shall  make 
,^losure  of  tljre  right  diversion  tunnel.  The 
s  fiow  of  1,0W  cubic  feet  per  second  through 
the  left  dwerslon  tunnel  shall  be  increased 
to  3,000  eubic  feet  per  second  and  then  main- 
tainec^t  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  until  the 
resenrair  water  surface  Is  at  elevation  3,400. 
Wlym  the  reservoir  water  surface  is  at  eleva- 
ti^  3,400,  the  high-pressure  slide  gates  shall 
jre  closed  and  minimum  downstream  re¬ 
quirements  shall  be  met  by  passing  water 
through  the  river  outlets.  The  discharge 
through  the  river  outlet  shall  at  all  times 
thereafter  be  as  directed  by  the  contracting 
officer. 

The  Colorado  River  Board  is  concerned, 
with  the  procedure  specified  in  the  fore¬ 
going  in  regard  to  the  effect  thereof  on 
the  water  supply  available  to  the  Lower 
basin  and  on  the  power  output  at  Hoover 
Dam  especially,  and  also  at  Davis  and 
Parker  Dams.  Releases  on  the  order  of 
1,000  to  3,000  second  feet  over  a  consid¬ 
erable  period  of  time  would  result  in  a 
very  substantial  curtailment  in  water 
supply  at  Hoover  Dam  and  possible  re¬ 
duction  in  power  output  capability  at 
Hoover  and  other  powerplants. 

This  means  that  there  would  be  a  with¬ 
holding  of  3  million  acre-feet  of  water 
during  the  first  phase  of  construction. 
The  water  at  Lake  Mead  behind  the 
Hoover  Dam  is  already  at  a  dangerously 
low  point  resulting  in  inefficient  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  generating  plants.  The 
amount  of  water  to  be  released  under  the 
proposed  construction  contract  is  far  less 
than  the  contractual  requirements  beiow 
the  Hoover  Dam.  In  fact,  it  takes  over 
VOOO  second-feet  to  supply  the  Mexican 
■v^ter  Treaty  and  it  takes  an  additional 
1,5M  second -feet  to  supply  the  metro- 
polioui  water  district  of  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  It  takes  a  thousand  second-feet 
to  take\are  of  the  evaporation  on  Lake 
Mead.  Intakes  4,000  second-feet  to  ful¬ 
fill  the  contract  with  the  State  of  Arizona 
and  over  5,000  second-feet  to  supply  the 
All-AmericairCanal  in  Imperial  and  Co¬ 
achella  Valleysv  This  totals  more  than 
12,500  second-f^t  which  must  be  re¬ 
leased  from  the  rasmver  Dam  and  with  a 
controlled  inflow  ranging  from  one  to 
three  thousand  sec^d-feet  would  de¬ 
velop  a  disastrous  overdraft  on  Lake 
Mead  and  threaten  .thi\yalid  contracts 
for  power  developed  at  tne  Hoover  Dam. 

I  am  amazed  to  find  that \he  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Gena^l  Counsel 
for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamatiora^ere  un¬ 
aware  of  the  provisions  of  the^oposed 
contract  even  though  the  opening^f  the 
bids  is  but  a  few  days  away.  The  ^elu¬ 
sion  of  item  5,  paragraph  52,  intcAfhe 
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contract  presents  serious  legal  questions 
as  se&ion  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Pi^ect  Act  requires  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  ^e  Interior  exercise  his  author¬ 
ity  grant^^in  section  7,  as  follows : 

He  shall  n^affect  or  interfere  with  the  op¬ 
eration  of  thk  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact\the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Compact,  tl^  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  the  Boulder  Ctoyon  Project  Adjustment 
Act,  and  any  contrsilif  lawfully  entered  into 
under  said  compacts  afid  acts.  Subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Coloisado  River  Compact, 
neither  the  impounding  Aor- the  use  of  water 
for  the  generation  of  power,and  energy  at  the 
plants  of  the  Colorado  Riv«  storage  project 
shall  preclude  or  Impair  the  Appropriation  of 
water  for  domestic  or  agriculmral  purposes 
pursuant  to  applicable  State  law\ 

Section  14  of  the  same  act  directs  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  compact  and  statutes 
and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  and  au¬ 
thorizes  suits  to  enforce  such  compli^ce. 
So.  here  we  have  a  proposed  contract 
which  invites  litigation  immediately.  \ 

During  the  hearings  on  the  Colorad^ 
River  storage  project  considerable  testi¬ 
mony  was  recorded  challenging  the  suffi¬ 
ciency  of  the  foundation  upon  which  the 
dam  was  to  be  built  and  yet  the  design  of 
the  dam  indicates  that  it  is  about  half  as 
thick  at  the  base  as  is  the  Hoover  Dam, 
w'hich  is  founded  upon  a  much  sounder 
base  even  though  both  dams  are  the 
same  height. 

Apparently  the  Reclamation  Bureau 
became  alarmed  at  the  sufficiency  of 
their  specifications  and  appointed  a  com¬ 
mission  of  independent  engineers  to  pass 
upon  them,  but  not  before  they  had  been 
submitted  for  bids.  If  their  report  is  ad¬ 
verse,  new  specifications  will  have  to  be 
drawn  and  new  bids  secured  at  an  undue 
expense  to  the  bidding  contractors. 

The  project  is  not  feasible  in  that  its 
repayment  schedule  is  based  on  the  sale 
of  power  at  6  mills,  while  at  the  same 
time  it  is  indicated  that  thennoelectric 
plants  can  be  built  nearer  the  load  center 
using  the  great  deposits  of  coal  in  that 
area  to  generate  power  at  ^Vz  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour. 

The  repayment  schedule  was  based  on 
an  estimated  cost  of  $760  million.  The 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  estimates  the  cost 
at  $933  million  and  imder  the  1956  cost 
indexes  it  would  indicate  that  the  au^ 
thorized  units  in  the  bill  will  cost  oven'll 
billion.  y 

At  this  point  I  call  your  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  Trinity  Rivei^project 
which  was  estimated  by  the  Bureau  at 
a  cost  of  $225  million  will  ^ceed  that 
cost  by  eighty  or  ninety  minion  dollars. 
In  fact,  it  is  hard  to  find  any  project  that 
has  not  run  from  30  to  5p^ercent  higher 
than  the  estimated  coste. 

Congress  and  the  lotion  are  demand¬ 
ing  substantial  cuts^  the  budget.  There 
is  a  current  budg^Tequest  of  $25  million 
to  start  constru^on  of  the  Glen  Canyon 
Dam.  Contra^s  have  already  been  let 
for  nearly  $9  million  for  access  highways 
and  the  (^n  Canyon  Bridge.  These 
items  would  not  be  wholly  lost  by  the 
deautho^lzation  of  the  project  as  most  of 
it  is  fojf  highways  and  a  bridge.  Now  is 
the  ^'>e  to  stop  this  imnecessary  project 
unt^full  justification  can  be  made  fordt. 

Jiwo  months  before  the  passage  of  the 
j^lorado  River  storage  project  there  were 


enough  votes  in  Congress  opposed  to  its 
passage  to  defeat  it  by.  as  large  a  majority 
as  was  given  its  final  passage.  The  White 
House  secretaries  spent  several  weeks 
lobbying  among  the  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers.  On  the  day  of  the  debate  the  Presi¬ 
dent  devoted  a  great  portion  of  his  news 
conference  to  the  importance  of  this 
measure  and  at  the  same  press  confer¬ 
ence  announced  his  willingness  to  run 
for  reelection.  I  am  certain  that  this 
announcement  alone  caused  at  least  50 
Members  who  expected  to  run  on  the  rec¬ 
ord  of  the  administration  to  fall  into  line 
with  the  President’s  request. 

After  its  final  passage,  I  listened  to 
many  Members  who  voted  for  the  project 
explaining  that  it  was  one  of  the  worst 
votes  they  had  ever  made  in  Congress, 
but  what  else  could  they  do  under  the 
circumstances. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  this  proj¬ 
ect  a  new  look  and  to  reconsider  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  infeasible,  unnecessary, 
and  costly  legislation. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS  y 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  w^ 
givem, permission  to  address  the  Hcjvise 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  rem^ks.)  / 

Mr.  RCjOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
introducin^oday  a  resolution  Wnich  will 
be  referred  to\:toe  Rules  Comi^tee  which 
calls  upon  the^ouse  to  rescue  itself  into 
a  Committee  ofNffie  Whole^Iouse  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  6127,  a  b^  to/protect  the  civil 
rights  of  our  citize^  The  resolution 
also  provides  for  ^^ys  of  debate  on 
H.  R.  6127,  equal^  di^ed,  and  makes 
provision  for  such  amenosnents  as  Mem¬ 
bers  may  wish  propose.VThis  is  not  a 
discharge  peti^iorL  Under '’toe  rules  of 
the  House,  ^is  resolution  nmst  remain 
in  the  Rul^ Committee  7  days  before  the 
procedu^to  discharge  the  resolution  can 
be  init^ed.  It  is  my  earnest  ho]^  that 
thereywill  be  no  unwarranted  del^  by 
Jommittee  on  Rules  in  reporting  a 
ruw  on  H.  R.  6127  so  that  this  vita 
4ded  legislation  can  come  before  thi 
louse  at  an  early  date. 

Mr.  Speaker,  both  parties  are  on  record 
that  the  protection  of  civil  rights  re¬ 
quires  legislative  action  on  the  part  of 
the  Congress.  To  do  less  would  consti¬ 
tute  a  lack  of  faith  not  only  toward 
those  of  our  citizens  who  are  today  being 
denied  their  just  rights,  but  will  also  do 
us  great  harm  in  the  eyes  of  the  whole 
world.  Therefore,  I  trust  that  all  com¬ 
mittee  action  will  be  concluded  shortly. 
..Should  an  unusual  situation  arise,  how¬ 
ever,  I  am  ready  to  place  into  motion 
the  machinery  to  discharge  the  Rules 
Committee  from  consideration  of  the  bill. 

H.  R.  6127  is  a  good  beginning  to  right 
the  wrongs  under  which  many  of  our 
fellow  citizens  are  suffering.  This  bill 
enacts  a  national  policy  to  protect  the 
right  of  the  individual  to  be  free  from 
discrimination  on  account  of  race,  color, 
religion,  or  national  origin.  This  would 
be  implemented  by  the  establishment  of 
a  six-man  Commission  on  Civil  Rights 
with  a  full-time  staff  director  appointed 
by  the  President  with  the  consent  of  the 
Senate,  which  would  gather  information 


and  make  reports.  It  provides  for 
larger  staff  in  the  Attorney  Genera 
office  headed  by  an  Assistant  Attor 
General  for  Civil  Rights.  Most  imrf)or- 
tantly,  H.  R.  6127  authorizes  the. 
ney  General  to  institute  civil  woceed- 
ings  to  obtain  injunctive  reli^in  cases 
involving  the  right  to  vote,  ^he  Attor¬ 
ney  General  can  also  fi^  civil  suits 
against  persons  who  atte^rfpt  to  harm  a 
citizen’s  right  to  vote. 

It  is  an  unfortunate /act  that  in  some 
localities  the  enforcement  of  law  and 
order  has  broken  d<wn  and  individuals 
have  been  intinnaated  for  exercising 
their  rights.  TMe  constitutional  guar¬ 
anties  of  equaLprotection  under  the  law 
clearly  place /upon  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  a  dutwxo  act  when  local  authorities 
fail  to  protect  constitutional  rights. 

Becau^  of  my  own  lifelong  efforts  in 
suppoi^f  equal  opportunity  for  all  races 
and  creeds,  I  intend  to  take  every  step 
to  ^ure  congressional  action  to  guar¬ 
antee  all  of  the  rights  of  all  our  citizens, 
ts  long  as  discrimination  exists  in  this 
'fcountry,  we  shall  be  morally  vulnerable 
in  the  fight  against  world  communism 
and  aggressive  dictatorships  abroad. 
We  cannot  assume  the  leadership  of  the 
free  world  if  we  remain  tainted  by  in¬ 
equality  in  our  own  land. 

Federal  courts  must-be  granted  clear 
jurisdiction  over  civil-rights  violations 
and  our  Federal  law-enforcement  agen¬ 
cies  must  be  strengthened  in  order  to 
establish  a  proper  framework  for  the 
eradication  of  these  injustices.  H.  R. 
6127,  while  not  as  comprehensive  a  civil- 
rights  act  as  the  one  which  I  introduced 
earlier  in  this  session,  is  a  good  step  in 
that  direction.  It  cannot  be  allowed  to 
be  pigenholed  in  the  Rules  Committee. 
I  intend  to  take  every  action  for  prompt 
consideration  by  the  whole  House  so  that 
every  Member  can  stand  up  and  be 
counted  in  this  crucial  fight. 


SUPPORT  PRICE  ON  CORN  DURING 
CROP  YEAR  OP  1957 

(Mr.  COAD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min- 
jute.) 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  21st 
d^  of  March  I  sent  a  petition  to  the  Sec¬ 
retly  of  Agriculture  asking  that  corn 
raise^  during  the  crop  year  of  1957  be 
supported  at  $1.60  per  bushel  for  those 
farmersVho  comply  with  acreage  allot¬ 
ments. 

The  peti^n  which  was  sent  the  Sec¬ 
retary  was  ^ned  by  myself  and  30  of 
my  colleague^  This  was  a  serious  and 
honest  effort  tN^et  the  Secretary  to  do 
that  which  he  can  do  as  set  out  by  the 
authority  of  alreaov  existing  law. 

However,  to  this  oate  I  have  not  even 
received  so  much  a^ran  acknowledge¬ 
ment  of  the  receipt  oKthe  petition  let 
alone  any  indication  whMher  or  not  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture 'intends  to  do 
anything  about  raising  the  ^pport  price 
on  corn. 

I  trust  that  this  is  not  to  b^aken  as 
an  indication  of  the  true  feeling  which 
the  Secretary  may  hold  for  this  setoaent 
of  agriculture.  However,  through  recent 
press  reports  it  seems  that  the  Sec 
tary  is  now  not  even  interested  in  g^ 


I 


PROCEEDINGS 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Issued  April  4,  1957 

bions  of  April  3,  1957 

85th-lst,  No,  5} 


M  mJ 

OFF^E  OF  BUDGET 

AND  FINANCE 

For 

(For Apartment  Staff  Only) 

CONTENTS 

Appropriations, . 

Forestry . 3, 

Budget ....  .  \  . . . 

Information, . 

Conservation.^. . 

. 18 

Insect  cnntrnl . 

Corn  program. .  \ 

. . 6 

Labor,  farm* 

Cotton. . . 

Lands . 

Crop  insurance. . 

Livestock . 

-Disaster  relief. 

Marketing . . . . 

/arm  program. . , , 

Natural  resources . 

Feed  grain . \,  8 

Foreign  aid . . 


20 

19 


Plant  pests . 5 

Postal  rates . ,13 


Property. . . . A  . 

Reclamation. . .  .A, . . 

Small  busines^. . . . . 

Statehood.  .A . 

Statistics/1 . 

Trade,  foreign . 

Transpo^ftation . 

Water/pollution. . . . 
Wildlife . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  coininitte^st  ordered  reported  bills  financial  aid  to  desert- 
land  entrymen,  and  for  deferr^  grazing  and  protein  f^d  program  for  drought  areas. 
Rep.  Ullman  introduced  and  diseased  bills  to  provi^  emergency  loans  to  certain 
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debated  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill\ 
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1.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  from/fche  President  a  mess'hge  recommending  legislation 

to  authorize  U.S.  membership  in  the  Organization  f^  Trade  Cooperation  (H.  Doc. 
146)  ;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  pp.  4464-5 

2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Completed  general  debate  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appro¬ 

priation  bill  for  1958  (pp.  4465-4500) ,  Agreed,  162  to  140,  to  an  amendment 
by  Rep,  Fisher  to  strike  out  $50,000,000  for  grants  to  States  for  waste  treat¬ 
ment  works  construction  under  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act^ (pp.  4465-69) . 

Rep.  McGr^or  cailed  for  a  reduefcibn  in  the  budget,  and  ebepressed 
pleasure  over /receiving  many  letters  urging  reductions,  pp.  44^-64 

Rep.  McCormack  criticized  the  President  for  not  responding  tK  the  House 
resolutioiyrequesting  him  to  advise  the  Congress  where  reductions  wuld  be 
made  in  the  budget,  p,  4507 


3.  FOREST^.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  wi^ 
amen^ent  S.  469,  to  authorize  the  U,  S.  to  defray  the  cost  of  assisting  we 
Kl/miath  Tribe  of  Indians  to  prepare  for  termination  of  Federal  supervision ,\and 

\ 


defer  such  termination  for  a  period  of  18  months,  pp.  D284-5 


2 


4.  ^CLi^KATION.  Rep,  Dawson,  Utah,  criticized  efforts  to  halt  construction  of  th< 
^lo.  River  storage  project,  pp,  4501-02  * 
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INSECT  CONTROL;  PLAINT  PESTS.  The  House  Committee  report  on  H,R.  3476  includes 
the  f^lowing  summary  of  the  bill: 

'"i^is  bill  has  two  related  but  distinct  purposes.  Title  I  establishes 
for  the  first  time  specific  authority  for  the  Department  of  Agricult^ie  to 
regulate  ^d  control  the  importation  and  the  interstate  movement  of /plant 
diseases  an^  disease-bearing  organisms.  Title  II  amends  the  list  pt  insects 
and  plant  pedts  with  respect  to  which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  conduct  eradication  and  control  campaigns.  The  list  is  amended 
by  adding  four  new  plant  pests  (imported  fire  ants,  soybean  cy€t  nematodes, 
witchweed,  and  spbtted  alfalfa  aphid)  and  by  giving  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  general  au^ority  to  conduct  campaigns  against  pesl;a  related  to  those 
named  in  the  act  wit'hout  specific  authorization  from  Congi 

\  SEl'^ATE 

CORN  PROGRAM.  The  Senate  Committee  report  on  S. 
follows: 

"This  bill  v;ould-- 

(1)  establish  a  base  acreage  of  51  million 
in  lieu  of  the  1957  acreage  allotment  of  37,288, 

(2)  require  participationXin  the  acreage 
the  conservation  reserve  prograni  to  the  exten^of  an  acreage  equal  to  15 
percent  of  the  farm  corn  base  ac^age  as  a  cpndition  of  1957  crop  corn  price 
support  in  the  commercial  area; 

(3)  raise  the  1957  support  lev^  for  y6orn  outside  the  commercial  area  from 
75  percent  to  82%  percent  of  the  comnMs^rcfal  area  level  (the  1956  level  having 
been  82%  percent) ; 

(4)  repeal  that  part  of  section  308\(d)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1956  which  would  require  1957  corn  c/op  o^side  the  commercial  area  to  be 
supported  at  70  percent  of  parity  yt  suppo^  should  be  made  available  to 
producers  in  the  commercial  area  not  complying  with  acreage  limitations;  and 

(5)  require  a  study  and  report  on  a  feed^rain  program  which  can  be  made 
effective  with  the  1958  crop.  / 

"The  requirement  as  to  ^il  bank  participation,  and  the  increase  in  the 
noncommercial  area  price- support  level,  are  not  spWified  by  the  bill;  but 
result,  under  sections  30^ (a)  and  308  (d)  (2)  of  tne  Agricultural  Act  of 

1956,  from  establishment /of  a  base  acreage  for  corn,  \The  price  support  level 
in  the  commercial  area  *mich  has  been  announced  at  not yess  than  $1.36  for 

1957,  would  not  be  af^cted  by  the  bill," 

7.  FOREIGN  AID.  S,  Rent.  139,  recently  issued  by  the  Foreign  £  ilations  Committee, 

includes  a  number/of  recommendations  for  changing  the  techr  hpal  assistance 
program,  largely  from  an  administrative  standpoint, 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

8.  FARM  PROGR^.  Rep.  LeCompte  inserted  an  Iowa  farmer's  ideas  concern 

improved/f arm  program,  centered  on  feed-grain  controls,  pp,  A2665-( 

9.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Lane  inserted  statements  by  Mass,  industrialists 
percentage-type  rail  rate  increases,  pp.  A2667-8 


10.  F0)*ESTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Saylor  on  National  Wildlife  Week  and 
fhe  importance  of  wilderness  areas  in  preserving  wildlife,  pp,  A2669-70 
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imlture.  With  membership  in  the  pro- 
piiseh  OTC  we  will  be  in  the  strongest 
po^ible  position  to  achieve  the  full 
ben^ts  that  these  agreements  afford. 

I  recommend  the  early  enactment  of 
this  proposal. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 
The  \^iTE  House,  April  3,  1957. 


Cl^  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  BOW.\  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  ordM-  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present.  \ 

The  SPEAKER  Evidently  no  quorum 
is  present. 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  IR^use. 

A  call  of  the  Housp  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the,  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  tp  answer  to  their 
names;  \ 

(Roll  No.  36\ 

Anderson.  Davis,  Tenn.  'Johnson,  Wls. 

Mont.  Dawson,  Ill.  kelley.  Pa. 

Andresen,  Dies  Ntorrell 

August  H.  Eberharter  Po'^ell 

AsplnaU  Engle  Frot^ty 

Blltch  Fallon  Reece,  Tenn. 

Bowler  Green,  Pa.  Thonfeon,  Wyo. 

Celler  Gregory  \ 

CreteUa  Holtzman 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollca'U  410 
Members  have  answered  to  their  narn^s,  a 
quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensec 
with. 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES, 
"  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor,  and  Healh,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6287,  with 
Mr.  Forand  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  there  was  pending 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Fisher].  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  Clerk  will  again  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  25,  strike  out  line  1  through 
line  4. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  regret  that 
I  must  rise  in  opposition  to  this  amend¬ 
ment  that  has  been  introduced  by  my 
friend  and  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Fisher],  First,  I  want  to 
commend  the  subconunittee  on  the  fine 
work  that  it  has  done  in  the  preparation 
of  this  bill,  and  also  the  fine  work  that 
is  being  done  by  so  many  of  the  Members 


!  who,  just  as  I  am,  are  interested  in  show- 
I  ing  and  practicing  some  economy  in  our 
Government.  But  always  there  is  the 
;  recurring  and  ever-present  problem  of 
‘where  we  are  to  economize:  how  much 
I  and  where  shall  we  make  these  cuts. 

;  Now,  I  wonder  if  it  would  not  be  well 
to  look  briefly  at  this  program  of  water- 
■  pollution  control  and  see  if  this  is  really 
a  wise  area  to  affect  economies.  Let  us 
see  just  how  this  program  works  and 
iwhat  it  doeS; 

I  So  many  of  us  are  apt  to  think  of  the 
program  as  being  just  another  Federal 
giveaway;  as  a  program  where  some  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Federal  Government  decide 
:it  would  be  a  nice  thing  to  build  a  sew¬ 
age-disposal  plant  out  at  Timbuktu  or 
somewhere,  and  then  they  go  out  there 
and  they  build  a  fine  new  sewage-dis¬ 
posal  plant.  That  is  not  the  program  we 
have  imder  consideration  here  today. 

This  program  is  a  participation  pro¬ 
gram  in  which  the  Federal  Government, 
afer  careful  scrutiny  on  the  part  of  local 
I  and  State  authorities,  will  come  in  under 
proper  conditions  and  participate  finan- 
icially  up  to  30  percent  or  $250,000,  which¬ 
ever  is  less,  in  effectuating  needed  water- 
pollution  controls.  The  appropriation  is 
j  allocated  to  the  individual  States,  and 
I  the  local  authorities  decide  upon  the 
i  merit  of  the  projects. 

Now,  what  does  this  amount  to?  It 
is  simply  that  the  health  authorities  at 
State  level  must  approve  these  projects. 
jThe  projects  under  this  program  must 
meet  certain  criteria,  an  important  one 
of  which  is  the  Federal  impaction  prob¬ 
lem  caused  by  our  national  defense  in¬ 
stallations  in  particular  areas. 

Now,  I  heard  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  yesterday  in  his  very 
able  presentation  in  support  of  this 
amendment  say  that  “This  is  indeed  a 
meritorious  program,  but  like  so  many 
of  these  programs  we  are  going  to  have 
to  postpone  it  to  another  day,  when  the 
burdens  of  national  defense  are  not  so 
great  upon  us.”  I,  of  course,  can  appre¬ 
ciate  this  viewpoint,  but  I  feel  that  it  is 
not  applicable  in  this  particular  instance 
because,  first,  this  program  directly  af- 
:  fects  national  defense  in  many  instances; 
and,  secondly,  because  this  program  can¬ 
not  be  postponed  until  another  day. 

Let  me  give  you  a  brief  example  of  a 
situation  that  happened  to  exist  right 
in  my  congressional  district.  We  have 
one  of  the  largest  naval  air-training  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  world  located  on  a  peninsula 
surrounded  by  Corpus  Christ!  Bay  on 
one  side.  Laguna  Madre  on  another,  and 
a  little  shallow  backbay  called  Oso  on 
the  other  side.  Now  on  the  opposite  side 
of  the  Oso  from  this  great  naval  station 
is  a  sewage-disposal  plant  called  the  Oso 
Bay  Sewage  Disposal  Plant  of  the  city 
of  Corpus  Christi.  This  plant  has  become 
overburdened  because  of  the  impaction 
of  the  area,  partly  caused  by  the  naval 
air  station.  As  a  result  there  has  been 
pumped  hundreds  of  thousands  of  gal¬ 
lons  of  raw  sewage  into  this  Oso  Bay, 
which  in  part  includes  the  naval  air 
station,  causing  a  great  threat  to  the 
health  of  all  who  lived  and  worked  near 
by.  The  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  designed  to  help  eliminate  situations 
like  this.  The  problem  is  just  as  simple 
and  serious  as  this.  The  solution  to  this 


type  of  problem  cannot  wait  until  to¬ 
morrow.  When  we  have  a  sewage  plant 
and  it  becomes  overburdened,  the  sewage 
must  go  in  a  raw  state  into  the  bay  or 
river  into  which  it  drains,  and  when  the 
sewage  mains  become  overburdened,  they 
simply  will  not  carry  any  more  and  the 
commodes  back  up.  And  thus  we  have 
a  situation  that  causes  an  extremely 
serious  health  problem  not  only  to  civil¬ 
ians,  but  to  the  military  personnel  in  the 
adjacent  areas. 

It  is  well  enough  to  talk  of  putting  off 
a  solution  to  this  problem  until  a  future 
date,  but  the  problem  is  with  us  today. 
It  was  with  us  yesterday  and  it  will  be 
with  us  tomorrow  and  the  days  follow¬ 
ing.  This  problem  cannot  be  put  off 
until  tomorrow,  unless  this  distinguished 
body  feels  that  it  can  legislate  such  a 
radical  alteration  of  human  phenomena 
that  we  will  no  longer  have  a  need  for 
sewage  disposal  plants.  The  menacing 
situation  which  I  have  described  existing 
in  the  area  near  the  Naval  Air  Station 
in  Corpus  Christi  is  repeated  in  many 
other  areas  throughout  the  14th  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  Texas  and  is 
directly  traceable  to  the  unusual  impac¬ 
tion  caused  by  the  location  of  military 
installations  in  the  area. 

It  is  indeed  .unreasonable  for  this 
Congress  or  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  expect  our  cities  and  our  towns  to  be 
able  to  handle  the  added  burden  of 
sewage  disposal  and  other  matters  that 
are  caused  by  the  presence  of  our  mili¬ 
tary  personnel  and  their  dependents  in 
ever-increasing  numbers.  The  30-per¬ 
cent  Federal  participation  in  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  this  problem  is  certainly  little 
enough  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
pay  as  its  part  of  the  share  of  protect¬ 
ing  the  health  and  the  well-being  of  the 
military  personnel  and  the  civilians  who 
live  in  these  polluted  areas.  'We  have 
many  fine  cities  in  the  14th  Congres¬ 
sional  District  of  Texas  and  many  other 
places  in  the  United  States  who  are  in¬ 
deed  proud  to  have  in  their  community 
the  military  personnel  of  this  country, 
but  who,  nonetheless  are  in  vital  need  of 
the  30-percent  Federal  assistance  in 
matters  of  water  pollution  control  in 
order  that  they  can  assure  the  health 
of  the  people  in  their  communities  and 
in  their  vicinities. 

I  have  in  my  district  the  city  of  New 
Braunfels,  whose  application  for  $75,000 
was  approved  on  March  28.  I  have  with¬ 
in  my  district  the  city  of  Mathis  whose 
application  for  $31,500  was  approved 
March  27.  I  have  on  application  the  city 
of  Corpus  Christi  for  $250,000;  the  city 
of  Beeville  for  $84,300;  and  the  city  of 
Poteet  for  $21,150. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  this  distinguished 
body  that  these  good,  hard-working  peo¬ 
ple  are  not  asking  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  come  down  and  build  these  pub¬ 
lic  facilities  for  them,  but  are  actually 
asking  the  Federal  Government  merely 
to  participate  to  the  extent  of  its  obli¬ 
gation  to  the  people  who  are  in  this  area. 

Bear  in  mind  that  these  cities  are  put¬ 
ting  up  more  than  70  percent  of  the  total 
cost  of  these  projects,  and  the  Federal 
Government’s  participation  is  not,  and 
cannot  under  the  law,  exceed  30  percent. 
If  there  ever  was  an  area  where  the  Fed- 
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eral  Government  not  only  has  a  right, 
but  a  direct  responsibility  to  participate 
in  assisting  in  the  protection  of  the 
health  of  the  people  of  a  community,  it 
is  in  those  areas  where  there  is  intense 
Federal  impaction  that  makes  it  impos¬ 
sible  for  the  local  interests  to  carry  the 
burden  without  assistance. 

In  conclusion  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  say  that  the  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  is  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  matters  affecting  public  health 
that  will  come  before  this  body;  that  it 
has  an  extremely  important  and  direct 
defense  aspect;  and  that  it  is  designed 
to  correct  problems  which  exist  today, 
the  solution  of  which  cannot  be  put  off  to 
a  future  day. 

I  therefore  respectfully  submit,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  this  distinguished  body 
should  give  careful  consideration  to  this 
most  serious  problem  confronting  the 
public  health  of  this  Nation,  and  as  long 
as  this  Government  is  sending  billions  of 
dollars  overseas  to  protect  the  health  and 
welfare  of  foreigners  on  foreign  soil, 
that  we  do  not  practice  the  unwise  and 
foolish  economy  of  depriving  our  own 
people  at  home  of  this  public-health  pro¬ 
tection.  It  would  indeed  be  a  disgrace 
for  us  to  strike  from  the  appropriations 
bill  this  sum  of  money  which  is  used  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  pay  its  share 
of  the  responsibility  to  its  people,  when, 
at  the  same  time,  in  the  President’s 
budget  is  contained  more  than  $4  billion 
designated  to  go  overseas  for  the  use  of 
the  people  on  foreign  shores. 

Again,  I  desire  to  commend  those 
Members  who,  like  myself,  are  interested 
in  economizing  in  our  governmental  op¬ 
erations,  but  I  would  caution  that  we  be 
wise  in  our  economies,  just  as  we  should 
be  wise  in  our  expenditures,  and  let  us 
do  nothing  that  is  going  to  endanger  the 
public  health  of  this  Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Young]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  see 
if  I  can  find  out  from  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  how  many  rollcalls  he 
expects  to  ask  for  and  on  which  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Up  to  this  time  we 
expect  to  have  eight  rollcalls  on  amend¬ 
ments  that  have  been  adopted. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Does  the  gentleman 
expect  to  ask  for  those  rollcalls? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Those  amendments 
have  already  been  adopted.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  additional  rollcalls  will  depend 
upon  the  additional  amendments  that 
are  adopted  while  we  are  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole.  The  pending  one 
is  an  example.  If  this  amendment  is 
adopted,  we  will  have  a  rollcall  on  that. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Would  the  gentleman 
tell  us  what  the  amendments  are,  what 
the  issues  are? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  first  amendment 
on  which  we  will  have  a  rollcall  would 


be  the  Smith  amendment,  which  cut 
the  amount  for  the  Solicitor’s  Office  in 
the  Department  of  Labor. 

The  second  is  the  Budge  amendment 
which  cut  the  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reem¬ 
ployment  Rights  Division. 

The  third  would  be  the  Smith  amend¬ 
ment  cutting  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security,  Salaries  and  Expenses,  which 
money  does  not  come  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

The  fourth  , would  be  the  so-called 
Murray  amendment  which  cut  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

The  fifth  would  be  the  Andersen 
amendment  which  cut  the  Women’s 
Bureau. 

The  sixth  would  be  the  Hebert  amend¬ 
ment  which  cut  the  Wage  and  Hour 
Division. 

The  seventh  would  be  the  so-called 
Jonas  amendment  which  cut  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  Food  and  Di'ug  Admin¬ 
istration. 

The  eighth  is  the  so-called  Dorn 
amendment  that  was  adopted  on  yester¬ 
day,  cutting  salaries  for  the  Office  of 
Education. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  gentleman  does 
not  intend  to  ask  for  a  rollcall  on  the 
amendment  which  struck  out  the  $200,- 
000  for  the  President’s  Committee? 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  No;  because  of  the 
lack  of  interest  shown  yesterday.  If 
anyone  else  desires  to  ask  for  a  rollcall, 
that  is  perfectly  satisfactory  to  me.  I 
would  be  glad  to  help  the  gentleman  get 
a  rollcall  on  any  of  them. 

Mr.  MORANO.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield  to  me  for  a  unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  MORANO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chainnan,  !  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  debate  on  this 
amendment  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  15  minutes,  the  last  3  minutes 
to  be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  by  a  strenu¬ 
ous  effort  yesterday  I  restrained  myself 
all  day  long,  and  I  would  like  to  have 
5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  the  unanimous- consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  to  find  myself 
in  opposition  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Fisher]  who  of¬ 
fered  this  amendment.  But  certainly  I 
think  this  represents,  if  approved,  the 
death  of  a  very  fine  program,  one  in 
which  the  Members  of  this  House  were 
very  much  interested  as  recently  as  some 
9  months  ago.  Yesterday,  during  the 
debate,  a  number  of  times  I  thought  it 
would  have  been  appropriate  had  the 
Sons  of  the  Pioneers  been  available  here 
to  give  us  a  rendition  of  the  song.  Cool, 
Clear  Water,  because  we  heard  a  lot  of 
talk  yesterday  about  cool,  clear  water. 
I  think  all  of  us  are  in  agreement  that 
it  is  the  most  vital  and  essential  natural 
resource  we  possess. 
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One  of  the  principal  reasons  for  my 
asking  for  this  time,  though,  was  to 
clarify  the  position  of  some  of  us  in 
California  with  reference  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  Federal  projects.  My  friend  and 
colleague  from  California  [Mr.  Scudder] 
in  answer  to  a  question  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey] 
yesterday  afternoon  seemed  to  feel  that 
we  in  California  would  have  been  better 
off  had  we  not  had  the  advantages  of  a 
number  of  those  projects.  I  for  one 
must  vigorously  disagree  with  my  col¬ 
league  from  California. 

At  this  time  I  want  to  express  my  deep 
appreciation  and  my  thanks  to  all  the 
Members  of  this  House  who  from  time  to 
time  have  supported  the  construction, 
the  authorization,  and  the  appropriation 
of  moneys  for  the  development  of  those 
great  projects  which  we  enjoy  in  Cali¬ 
fornia.  It  has  contributed  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  that  great  State  and  has  made 
it  possible  today  for  us  to  pay  in  an 
amoimt  of  some  10  percent  of  the  total 
Federal  taxes  collected  in  this  country. 
They  have  paid  for  themselves  tenfold. 
They  are  outstanding  projects.  I  and  the 
people  I  represent  in  the  central  part  of 
California,  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  and 
in  the  Sacramento  Valley,  up  and  down 
that  great  State,  are  deeply  appreciative 
of  the  fact  that  they  were  able  under 
Federal  legislation  to  enjoy  the  benefits 
we  are  so  proud  of  there. 

Further,  I  should  like  to  comment  with 
reference  to  the  idea  of  permitting  the 
purchase  by  the  State  of  CaUfornia  of 
those  projects.  It  is  my  firm  conviction 
that  80  to  90  percent  of  the  people  in  that 
State  would  oppose  such  a  program  and 
certainly  it  would  be  my  hope  that  no 
such  proposal  would  ever  come  before 
this  House. 

In  the  moment  or  two  that  remains  to 
me  I  should  like  to  call  your  attention  to 
what  I  believe  to  be  some  reasons  for  the 
need  for  this  $50  million  appropriation 
called  for  in  this  appropriation  bill. 
There  has  been  a  great  shifting  of  the  tax 
base.  The  municipalities  today  are 
squeezed  for  a  tax  base.  We  have  school 
districts  and  we  have  other  districts 
which  are  taxing  the  present  base.  Also, 
the  shift  of  the  tax  to  the  Federal  level 
has  squeezed  many  of  our  States  and  the 
municipal  groups  to  a  position  where 
they  just  no  longer  have  a  tax  base  suffi¬ 
cient  to  grant  them  the  money  necessary 
to  do  a  lot  of  this  work. 

Certainly  I  am  in  agreement  that  if 
and  when  the  time  ever  comes  that  we 
at  the  Federal  level  can  adjust  our  think¬ 
ing  and  begin  to  reduce  in  substantial 
measure  a  lot  of  these  Federal  taxes  and 
return  to  the  States  and  to  the  munici¬ 
palities  and  to  the  counties  some  of  that 
tax  base,  then  I  think  we  shall  be  in  a 
position  to  do  a  little  better  job  at  the 
local  level  than  we  are  doing  at  present. 
But  as  long  as  the  Federal  Government 
is  taking  such  a  big  bite  out  of  the  tax 
base,  it  becomes  an  impossibility  for 
these  municipalities  to  do  the  jobs  they 
should  do. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 
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(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOmviAN.  The  Member  from 
the  Fourth  District  of  Michigan  should 
know  something  about  pollution  having 
lived  for  many  years  on  the  St.  Joe 
River  which  originates  in  Michigan  and 
flows  down  through  a  part  of  northwest¬ 
ern  Indiana,  then  back  up  into  Michi¬ 
gan  and  on  into  Lake  Michigan  at  St. 
Joe  and  Benton  Harbor.  Also  on  the 
Kalamazoo  where,  if  you  will  look  at  the 
October  1953  issue  of  Life. 

The  remarks  of  the  chairman  remind 
me  of  the  statement  in  the  Scriptures. 
This  is  the  seventh  day  of  debate.  The 
Scriptures  say  that  in  6  days  the  Lord 
made  heaven  and  earth  and  all  therein 
but  on  the  seventh  day  the  Lord  rested. 
He  evidently  found  the  result  of  his  la¬ 
bor  to  be  good.  It  is  just  possible  that 
if  we  strike  the  enacting  clause  of  this 
bill  and  send  it  back  to  committee  with 
recommendations,  we  may  And  our  6 
days  labor  better  than  what  we  now 
have  before  us. 

Going  back  to  the  Kalamazoo  River. 
It  happens  that  a  creek  that  empties  into 
the  Kalamazoo  flows  through  a  farm 
which  it  is  my  privilege  to  own.  Down 
at  the  mouth  of  the  creek — Dumont 
Creek,  if  you  look  at  the  October  1953, 
issue  of  Life  you  will  see  where  there  is 
at  least  an  acre  and  perhaps  several 
acres  of  dead  fish  killed  by  pollution  of 
the  river.  The  city  and  the  State  will 
take  care  of  that  situation  with  any 
money  for  sewers.  But  this  bill  which 
is  before  us  here,  if  I  get  it  correct,  is  not 
one  about  pollution,  it  is  about  building 
sewers  and  who  shall  pay  the  cost  there¬ 
of — indirectly,  of  course,  it  relates  to 
pollution  because  all  sewage  tends  in 
that  direction.  The  people  along  the 
rivers  have  a  remedy,  a  legal  remedy,  and 
it  is  adequate  if  enforced  against  the 
people  who  cause  pollution.  The  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  along  the  upper  stretches 
of  a  river  have  no  more  right  to  pollute 
that  water  than  I  have  to  go  to  your 
home  and  throw  a  bucket,  let  us  say,  of 
swill — those  who  know  about  feeding 
pigs  years  ago,  know  what  swill  is — 
and  throw  it  through  the  back  or  even 
through  the  front  door  of  your  home. 
So  that  remedy  is  available.  Another 
thing.  We  all  recall  that  the  Founding 
Fathers  thought  it  was  a  good  thing  for 
this  to  be  a  Government  by  the  people. 
To  reserve  to  the  people  and  to  the 
States  all  the  authority  not  granted  by 
the  Constitution  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Here  the  Congress  day  after  day 
and  year  after  year,  surrender  bit  by  bit, 
that  sovereign  power  of  the  people  and 
the  State  to  the  Federal  Government. 

It  is  surprising  and  startling  when  the 
total  result  is  considered  that  so  many 
who  profess  allegiance,  their  whole  al¬ 
legiance,  to  the  provisions  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution  vote  away  the  rights  of  the  State, 
and  ask  the  Federal  Government  to  do 
something  for  them  which  they  or  the 
State  should  do.  As  the  gentleman  who 
just  preceded  me  said,  we  heard  a  lot 
about  pure  water  yesterday,  especially 
from  our  Pennsylvania  folks.  When  it 
was  settled,  the  streams  of  Pennsylvania 
were  some  of  the  finest  in  the  whole 


world — pure  and  cold  water  which  we 
know  is  necessary  to  good  health.  How 
did  the  rivers  get  dirty  and  polluted? 
Only  because  the  people  who  live  along 
the  banks  of  the  river  or  use  the  river 
are  themselves  guilty  of  dirty  practices. 
That  seems  to  be  a  raw  statement,  but  it 
is  true;  is  it  not?  It  is  just  the  same  as 
the  case  of  our  streets  and  our  parks  be¬ 
ing  dirty  because  the  folks  are  careless 
and  throw  their  waste  out  and  walk  or 
drive  along  or  away  and  leave  it  there. 
Or  the  cause  is  the  greed  of  industry 
which  dumps  its  waste  into  a  Tflean 
stream.  In  Michigan,  in  my  hometown, 
we  built  our  own  sewers.  We  had  to 
issue  long-term  bonds.  But  we  did  it 
and  never  have  we  cried  about  it. 
Allegan  is  a  small  town  with  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  about  5,000.  In  Grand  Rapids, 
a  large  city  just  40  miles  away,  they 
voted  a  bond  issue.  They  sold  the  bonds. 
They  had  the  money.  But  along  came 
this  legislation  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  What  did  they  do?  They  had 
the  money.  They  put  in  a  disposal 
plant — and  then  took  the  Federal 
money — and  they  put  their  own  money 
back  in  their  pockets.  Legislation  of 
this  kind  tends  to  make  the  people  sur¬ 
render  their  independence  and  become 
dependent  upon  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  makes  weaklings  of  the  peo¬ 
ple.  As  has  been  said  so  many,  many 
times.  Uncle  Sam  does  not  have  a  single 
dollar  except  as  he  gets  it  from  the  peo¬ 
ple.  I  see  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey]  shaking  his  head  from  side 
to  side.  But  what  has  just  been  said  is 
true.  What  we  are  doing  is  to  redis¬ 
tribute  tax  dollars.  Taking  from  those 
who  are  paying  in  the  most,  giving  a  part 
to  those  States  and  those  communities 
which  pay  in  less  or  plead  poverty.  That 
is  what  we  are  doing  here  in  almost  every 
session.  I  cannot  quite  understand  why, 
if  we  believe  the  States  should  retain 
their  power  and  if  we  want  independence 
in  our  local  communities,  we  should  not 
take  care  of  our  own  sewerage  problems, 
keep  our  own  supply  of  water  pure — if 
that  is  what  we  want,  and  apparently 
we  do.  Why  should  not  we  invoke  the 
laws  that  are  already  on  the  books  in 
every  State  against  those  who  cause  our 
rivers  to  be  polluted? 

The  only  possible  answer  I  can  see  is 
that  the  communities  think  they  do  not 
have  the  money  or  are  so  limited  in  in¬ 
dependence,  in  thrift,  in  willingness  to 
earn  their  own  money  and  spend  it  their 
own  way — that  they  want  someone  else 
to  carry  them  along — not  willing  to  walk 
on  their  own  feet. 

Now  I  yield  to  the  gentl^nan  from 
West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  that  the  residents  of  Radford,  Va., 
and  Harrisburg,  Va.,  which  are  large 
communities  and  have  big  industries, 
have  the  right  to  pollute  120  miles  of  the 
New  River? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Of  course  they  have 
not,  and  there  is  a  remedy  for  it,  of  course 
there  is.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record 
to  show  they  cannot  clean  up  their  own 
rivers.  Surely  they  are  not  dependent 
upon,  do  not  want  other  States  to  carry 
their  burden.  The  people  of  the  Vir¬ 
ginias  are  a  proud,  independent  people. 


I  doubt  they  want  the  dollars  of  Michi¬ 
gan  people  to  pay  for  the  disposal  of  their 
waste  and  garbage. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  at  10  minutes  past  1, 
the  last  3  minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the 
committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  read 
the  names  of  those  gentlemen  who  are 
standing  indicating  they  wish  to  speak 
on  the  amendment:  Messrs.  Fogarty, 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin,  Denton,  Gavin, 
Bailey,  Hiestand,  and  Durham. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Is  it  not  against 
the  rules  of  the  House  for  a  Member  to 
speak  more  than  once  on  an  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  the  gentleman 
wishes  to  challenge  any  Member  the 
Chair  will  rule  at  the  time  the  question 
is  raised. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  was  wonder¬ 
ing  if  the  Chair  had  any  responsibility 
In  the  matter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  rule 
on  any  point  of  order  at  the  time  it  is 
made. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  evidently 
the  gentleman  was  referring  to  me.  I 
do  not  want  to  cause  him  any  concern. 
He  has  been  very  patient  in  listening 
to  what  I  have  had  to  say.  My  position 
on  this  matter  is  well  known.  I  will 
withdraw  my  name  if  that  will  make 
the  gentleman  a  little  easier. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  transfer  my  time 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Byrnes]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  it  would  aid  every 
Member  of  this  House  if  he  will  get  a 
copy  of  Public  Law  660,  the  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  and  Control  Act.  He  will  find  that 
the  general  objectives  and  general  op¬ 
erations  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  field  of  stream  pollution  are  covered 
by  that  act. 

This  amendment  does  not  repeal  that 
law,  it  simply  relates  to  but  one  section 
of  it,  section  6. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  the 
need  to  clean  up  our  streams.  With  that 
objective  I  am  in  full  agreement,  but  this 
amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  does  not  in 
and  of  itself  clean  up  one  single  stream ; 
there  is  no  control  aspect  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution  Act 
which  is  affected  by  this  amendment. 

From  the  speeches  we  have  heard,  one 
would  think  the  Federal  Government 
was  not  doing  anything  in  the  field  of 
research,  development,  promotion,  or 
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control  of  pollution.  The  fact  Is,  how¬ 
ever,  we  are,  if  you  will  just  read  at  the 
bottom  of  page  24  of  the  appropriation 
bill  that  is  before  us  you  will  find  that  we 
are  appropriating  over  $12,500,000  for 
these  particular  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  provision  we  are 
here  discussipg  does  not  control  pollu¬ 
tion.  Simply  stated  all  it  does  is  to  get 
the  Federal  Government  involved  in  a 
purely  municipal  function. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  am 
sorry,  I  have  just  3  minutes.  It  does  not 
say  that  any  particular  community  will 
get  money.  Some  Members  feel  that 
we  have  made  a  commitment.  Read  the 
public  law.  We  make  no  commitment 
to  any  specific  community.  We  do  not 
say  that  every  community  that  wants 
to  build  a  sewer  treatment  plant  or  sew¬ 
age  disposal  plant  shall  get  money  out  of 
this  bill.  There  are  conditions  and  re¬ 
quirements.  Even  if  a  community  can 
meet  all  those  conditions  and  require¬ 
ments  there  is  no  definite  promise  it  will 
receive  any  part  of  this  $50  million.  It 
is  interesting  to  hear  the  gentleman 
from  California  contend  that  the  muni¬ 
cipalities  are  in  need.  I  suppose  no 
community  has  all  the  funds  it  would 
like,  but  if  they  are  in  need  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  matter  I  suppose  they  are 
in  need  so  far  as  all  other  municipal 
facilities  are  concerned.  What  justifi¬ 
cation  have  we  at  this  time  to  provide 
aid  for  this  particular  municipal  func¬ 
tion?  If  he  is  going  to  rest  his  case  on 
the  question  of  need,  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  better  go  and  do  a  little  studying  on 
what  the  financial  situation  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  and  compare  that 
with  the  situation  in  the  States  and  the 
municipalities.  He  wiil  certainly  find 
that  from  the  standpoint  of  need,  the 
greatest  need  is  to  reduce  the  expendi¬ 
tures  of  the  Federal  Government  and 
provide  some  relief  from  Federal  taxes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  re¬ 
tention  of  this  item  in  the  pending  ap¬ 
propriation  bili  is  vital  to  my  State  of 
West  Virginia  where  we  have  spent  a 
tremendous  amount  of  money  in  correct¬ 
ing  pollution  coming  from  the  operation 
of  mines.  We  have  legislation  prevent¬ 
ing  the  building  of  any  new  industrial 
plants.  We  are  forcing  the  plants  that 
are  there  and  that  have  been  thex-e  for 
years  to  comply  with  our  State  laws  re¬ 
quiring  the  installation  of  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  facilities. 

The  worst  problem  we  have  comes 
from  the  unrestricted  flow  of  sewage 
from  mimicipalities  into  streams  that 
flow  into  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 
Let  me  ask:  Why  should  West  Virginia 
be  imposed  upon  by  the  sister  State  of 
Virginia?  They  have  sewage  along  the 
New  River,  they  have  cities,  they  have 
industrial  plants  that  pollute  over  a 
hundred  miles  of  the  New  River  befoi’e 
it  ever  reaches  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

You  heard  a  gentleman  say  that  we  al¬ 
ready  have  all  the  law  that  is  necessary. 
I  was  in  Congress  when  that  river  com¬ 
pact  legislation  was  passed.  I  opposed 


it.  Little  has  been  accomplished  to¬ 
ward  taking  care  of  the  national  pollu¬ 
tion  of  our  streams  through  that  law. 
No  better  illustration  need  be  given  than 
reference  to  the  Potomac  River  com¬ 
pact.  You  have  seen  the  statements  in 
the  newspapers  that  they  have  not  ac¬ 
complished  anything  so  far  as  that  situ¬ 
ation  is  concerned. 

I  sincei-ely  hope  that  the  pending 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Cai’o- 
lina  [Mr.  Durham]. 

Mr.  DURHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  in  the  last  few  years 
we  here  in  the  United  States  have 
reached  the  point  where  water  in  some 
sections  is  one  of  the  most  critical  items 
in  supply.  For  the  development  of  our 
industries,  water  is  a  must.  We  could 
never  have  developed  our  great  indus¬ 
trial  empire  if  this  counti’y  had  not  in¬ 
herited,  so  to  speak,  a  great  supply  of 
pure  water. 

As  the  population  has  grown  through¬ 
out  our  fast-developing  country,  the 
needs  have  shifted  from  one  section  to 
the  other.  In  some  sections  there  is  a 
lack  of  supply  of  water  and  in  others 
there  has  been  an  oversupply.  Also,  we 
have  built  great  hydroelectric  dams  for 
producing  power,  thus  creating  great 
wealth  for  the  Nation.  Federal  funds 
have  been  expended  rather  freely  in  the 
Northwest  and  in  the  Tennessee  Valley 
which  have  provided  for  those  sections 
great  economic  gi’owth  and  strength. 
On  the  east  coast,  from  Maine  to  Florida, 
where  the  population  is  the  densest  and 
where  the  great  industries  of  the  country 
still  remain  to  a  large  extent,  and  where 
the  population  has  increased  so  rapidly, 
a  great  bui'den  has  been  placed  on  our 
rivers  and  streams  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  sewage  and  industrial  waste  out  to 
the  sea.  The  load  has  become  almost 
unbearable,  resulting  in  a  great  loss  of 
pure  water.  This  section  must  depend 
on  these  rivers  flowing  to  the  Atlantic 
for  its  supply  of  drinking  water  and  for 
ail  other  purposes  where  water  is  needed. 
The  beaches  fi’om  Maine  to  Florida  axe 
aiso  being  damaged. 

All  the  States  today  have  some  body 
of  law  on  the  books  against  pollution  of 
stx-eams,  and  industx-y  has  been  cooper¬ 
ating  and  trying  to  meet  the  required 
public  health  standards.  But  in  my  own 
particular  section,  of  which  I  speak  pri¬ 
marily,  a  small  river  flows  through  a 
highly  industrialized  section  of  three  of 
my  counties.  Some  of  the  communities 
there  are  one-mill  village  communities, 
several  of  them  xmincorporated.  This 
stream  supports  or  carries  all  the  bur¬ 
den  from  the  sewage  plants  for  about 
300,000  people  or  more.  This  is  for  a 
distance  of  only  about  30  miles.  The  mill 
people  are  able  to  build  and  to,  provide 
equipment  to  take  care  of  their  own 
problem,  but  the  village  people  cannot 
support  the  type  of  sewage  disposal  that 
is  requix'ed  by  the  public  health  stand¬ 
ards  unless  they  can  secure  help  from 
some  other  source. 

Further  down  this  river,  people  are 
dependent  on  it  for  dx-inking  water. 
This  means  not  just  one  community  af- 
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fected,  but  miles  and  miles  downstream 
people  are  deprived  of  the  use  of  this 
water  for  drinking  purposes.  This  is  the 
only  river  of  any  size,  with  any  supply 
of  water,  which  flows  throughout  this 
section.  It  has  become  a  critical  situa¬ 
tion  for  us,  and  I  think  the  same  thing 
applies  to  many  other  communities. 

The  Federal  Government  has  author¬ 
ity  over  navigable  streams.  These  little 
communities  which  have  no  authority  to 
issue  bonds  are  placed  in  a  vexY  bad 
position.  I  have  enjoyed  this  stream 
as  a  boy  and  young  man  down  through 
the  years,  but  now  it  is  almost  impos¬ 
sible  for  a  catfish  to  live  in  this  river, 
which  is  known  as  Haw  River.  This  is 
an  Indian-name  river,  as  the  early  set¬ 
tlers  discovered  who  came  in  around 
1720. 

I  have  supported  funds  for  water 
dx'ought  in  the  Southwest;  I  have  sup¬ 
ported  funds  for  water  supply  for  the 
Calif oxnia  desert;  and  I  voted  to  build 
dams  out  of  Federal  funds  to  control 
the  Mississippi,  the  Ohio,  and  other  riv¬ 
ers  from  flooding  people  out;  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  at  one  time  we  went  so  far  as  to 
spend  Federal  funds  to  dig  wells  in  the 
West.  I  can  see  that  this  is  no  different  ( 
problem;  it  is  just  another  problem  of 
the  same  type  created  by  water  and  the 
necessary  use  of  it  by  man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  votes  down  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Hiestand]. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us 
be  clear  in  our  minds  just  what  this 
amendment  does.  All  this  amendment 
does  is  take  out  Government  subsidies 
and  grants  for  sewer  installations  and 
waste  treatment  works.  That  is  all.  It 
does  not  affect  the  purity  of  the  water  of 
our  country.  It  does  not  even  affect  the 
curing  of  industrial  wastes ;  not  a  bit.  It 
just  simply  grants  to  the  communities 
this  money  for  waste  treatment,  for 
works  construction. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  fx-om  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  just  want  to  say  that 
I  heartily  endorse  what  the  gentleman 
has  said,  because  this  morning  again  on 
two  diffex'ent  occasions  I  made  a  check, 
and  there  is  nothing  to  this  story,  in 
which  some  believe,  that  it  has  anything 
to  do  with  water  pollution.  Those  funds 
are  still  available.  Water  pollution  wiil 
have  its  fair  share  of  consideration. 
They  will  be  cooperating  with  the  States, 
but  this  has  nothing  to  do  with  water 
pollution,  which  many  in  this  House  feel 
it  does. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  It  is  important  to  x'ealize  that  we 
have  a  $50  million  possibility  of  saving 
funds.  The  grassroots  is  calling  for  sav¬ 
ings.  Here  is  a  chance  to  do  it.  Many 
of  you  will  be  questioned.  What  did  you 
do  when  it  came  to  cutting  the  budget? 
Well,  it  may  be  truthfully  said  that  some 
tried  to  cut,  and  probably  you  might 
claim  some  of  the  amendments  were 
claimed  to  be  penny  wise  and  pound  fool¬ 
ish,  but  here  is  a  chance  where  you  can 
tell  your  constituents  you  voted  to  make 
real  savings. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
carries. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Denton]. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  that  this  amendment  is  de¬ 
feated.  The- House  decided  very  clearly 
a  year  ago  that  they  wanted  this  law  put 
into  effect.  This  amendment  simply  re¬ 
peals  the  law  that  you  passed  last  year. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  merely  want  to  say  to 
my  friend  from  Illinois,  when  he  talks 
about  it  having  nothing  to  do  with  pol¬ 
lution,  Do  you  mean  to  tell  me  when  you 
build  a  sewage-disposal  plant  that  it  is 
not  affecting  pollution  emptying  into  the 
streams?  The  pollution  is  now  going  into 
the  rivers  and  streams.  This  legislation 
will  encourage  the  people  to  build  these 
sewage-disposal  plants  to  eliminate  the 
sewage  being  pumped  into  the  streams. 
Certainly  it  has  everything  to  do  with 
stream  pollution  and  clean  waters.  "We 
have  for  years  been  polluting  our  streams. 
All  this  refuse  and  debris  is  going  into 
the  rivers,  but  when  we  build  a  sewage- 
disposal  plant  it  no  longer  goes  into  the 
rivers  and  it  clears  up  waters.  So  do  not 
say  that  this  legislation  has  nothing  to  do 
with  water  pollution,  because  it  does. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  just  want  to  say  in 
conclusion  that  we  have  a  bill  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  that 
would  provide  Government  assistance  in 
preventing  air  pollution.  Why  cannot  we 
have  a  bill  aimed  at  water  pollution  of 
our  streams? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  water  is  one  of  our  most 
important  natural  resources,  I  have  long 
maintained.  I  agree  that  maintaining 
quality  is  just  as  important  as  providing 
quantity.  That  we  have  a  water-pollu¬ 
tion  problem  stands  uncontroverted. 

The  question  is.  Do  we  solve  that  prob¬ 
lem  by  providing  Federal  aid  at  the  rate 
of  $50  million  per  year  for  10  years? 

This  appropriation  cannot  be  justified 
on  the  basis  of  the  inability  of  the  local 
governments  to  finance  the  construction 
themselves.  There  is  no  showing  that  a 
single  community  cannot  handle  its  own. 
Therefore,  under  the  guiding  principle 
that  in  what  the  States  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  can  do  for  themselves,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  ought  not  to  interfere. 
This  is  not  justified. 

Recognizing  this,  the  proponents  argue 
that  this  is  required  to  provide  the  incen¬ 
tive  to  cause  the  local  governments  to 
meet  the  problem.  As  I  recall  the  debate 
last  year,  the  committee  contended  that 
an  immediate  investment  of  $7  billion 
was  required  to  meet  the  present  prob¬ 
lem.  Increased  usage  of  water  will  al¬ 
most  double  that  figure  in  the  next  10 
years,  the  period  of  the  authorization,  as 
shown  by  the  Hoover  Commission  figures 
on  water  usage  and,  as  I  recall,  found  by 
the  legislative  committee. 

Our  first  year’s  experience,  according 
to  the  committee  hearings  and  this  de¬ 


bate,  Indicates  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  under  the  formula  supplies  about 
22  percent  of  the  total  cost.  This  would 
require  a  Federal  contribution  of  $1,400 
million  to  provide  the  Federal  share  of 
the  construction  needed  now  and  that 
much  more  to  meet  future  requirements 
over  the  next  10  years.  That  would  call 
for  an  annual  appropriation  of  $280 
million  per  year  for  the  next  10  years. 
This  program  and  this  appropriation 
calls  for  $50  million  per  year.  Such  a 
program  will  aggravate  the  problem,  not 
solve  it.  We  are  saying  to  municipalities, 
sewer  districts,  and  the  States,  Wait  for  a 
Federal  grant,  rather  than  saying  to 
them.  This  is  an  urgent  problem,  face  it, 
do  it  now.  Other  features  of  the  Water 
Pollution  Act  are  well  conceived  and, 
given  a  chance,  in  my  opinion,  will  help 
to  really  solve  the  problem.  For  these 
reasons  I  voted  for  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  last  year  and  for  passage  of  the  bill. 
For  the  same  reasons  i  urge  that  this 
amendment  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  so 
many  Members  have  just  said  what  I 
was  going  to  say.  My  very  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Den¬ 
ton],  mentioned  the  fact  that  you  and 
I  or  most  of  us  voted  for  this  legisla¬ 
tion  1  year  ago  in  June  of  last  year  by 
a  majority  of  some  50  votes.  This  House 
passed  the  legislation  that  you  are  ask¬ 
ing  us  to  repeal  now. 

Now,  some  Members  of  Congress  find 
fault  with  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  bringing  in  legislation  on  ap¬ 
propriation  bills.  That  is  something 
that  I  cannot  justify  and  I  never  have. 
But  you  who  are  supporting  this  amend¬ 
ment  are  doing  exactly  that  thing  today ; 
you  are  doing  it  in  reverse.  You  are 
offering  an  amendment  to  strike  out  this 
entire  amount  of  $50  million,  and  you 
are  in  effect  repealing  legislation  that 
you  voted  for  and  that  the  President 
of  the  United  States  signed  into  law 
last  July. 

Someone  said  that  the  administration 
is  not  for  this.  Well,  this  item  is  in  the 
budget.  The  budget  that  we  have  be¬ 
fore  us  is  the  administration  budget. 
It  came  from  the  White  House.  It  has 
the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  It  must  have  had  the  approval 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
or  it  would  not  be  before  us  at  this 
time.  And,  when  my  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  makes  the  statement,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  who  is  on  his 
feet  now  states  that  the  construction 
of  these  plants  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  cleaning  up  of  the  polluted  waters 
of  this  country,  they  are  just  as  wrong 
as  wrong  can  be.  The  principal  thing 
that  this  program  does  is  to  stimulate 
the  communities  in  building  these  sew¬ 
age-disposal  plants.  As  a  result,  when 
these  sewage-disposal  plants  are  in  oper¬ 
ation,  it  makes  the  streams  clearer;  it 
cleans  up  the  waters.  And  beyond  that 
there  is  the  benefit  that  goes  to  the 
communities  downstream  even  more 
than  it  does  to  the  communities  which 
are  building  these  particular  sewage 
plants. 


Now,  another  statement  was  made 
about  redtape  here  yesterday  by  the 
author  of  this  amendment.  This  law 
was  not  passed  until  July  9  of  last  year. 
We  have  had  only  9  months  of  operation 
up  to  this  time.  Nine  hundred  and  ten 
applications  have  been  received  from 
every  State  in  the  Union  and  from  each 
of  the  congressional  districts  that  you 
and  I  represent.  Two  hundred  and 
eighty-eight  of  those  applications  have 
already  been  processed.  Twenty-five 
million  dollars  has  been  approved.  And 
if  we  approve  all  the  910  applications  it 
will  mean  $88  million,  which  is  $38  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  we  have  authorized  un¬ 
der  this  law.  If  we  vote  for  this  amend¬ 
ment  we  will  be  making  one  of  the  sad¬ 
dest  mistakes  we  have  made  on  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  because  this  is  some¬ 
thing  that  is  going  to  help  every  indi¬ 
vidual  in  our  country. 

Those  who  appeared  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  in  support  of  this  appropriation 
were  representatives  of  the  Isaak  Walton 
League,  the  Federation  of  ^ewage  and 
Industrial  Waste  Associations,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Federation,  the  Wildlife 
Management  Institute,  and  so  forth. 
Every  one  of  these  organizations  is  100 
percent  behind  this  bill.  I  think  it 
should  be  enacted  into  law  and  not  re¬ 
pealed  as  this  amendment  will  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  has  expired.  All  time  has 
expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Fisher]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Fisher  and 
Mr.  Fogarty. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  162, 
noes 140. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Mr.  Hoffman  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise,  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  the  recommendation  that  the  enacting 
clause  be  stricken,  and  that  the  bill  be  re¬ 
committed  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  with  instructions  that  it  be  reported 
back  to  the  House  within  5  days  with  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  indicate  the  places  and 
amounts  in  the  budget  where  the  committee 
believes,  in  view  of  the  statements  made  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  that  substantial  reduc¬ 
tions  may  best  be  made  and  will  meet  the 
views  of  the  House  with  the  least  curtail¬ 
ment  of  eflaclent  administration  by  the  De¬ 
partments  affected. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  on  the  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  In  the  interest  of 
saving  time,  I  am  perfectly  willing  that 
the  point  of  order  should  be  ruled  on 
now.  Why  wait  5  minutes  or- 10  minutes 
if  it  is  out  of  order? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  care  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order?  The  Chair  is 
ready  to  rule. 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
remember  the  reading  of  the  motion, 
there  is  matter  of  wording  contained 
therein  that  is  not  permissible  under  the 
rules  governing  procedure  in  Committee 
of  the  Whole,  but  would  be  allowed  under 
the  rules  of  procedure  in  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  desire  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  want  to  point  out  that  there  is  a  prece¬ 
dent  for  the  motion  and  the  rules  cite  a 
precedent  where  that  motion  has  been 
held  to  be  proper  in  the  Committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  not 
familiar  with  that  precedent,  but  the 
rules  of  the  House  provide  that  certain 
language  contained  in  the  motion  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  could 
be  entertained  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  but  the  balance  of  the  motion 
would  only  be  appropriate  in  the  House. 
For  that  reason,  the  Chair  sustains  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Hoffman  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  resolution  back  to 
the  House  with  the  recommendation  that 
the  enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
motion  that  was  offered  is  based  upon  a 
precedent  found  in  Cannon’s  Procedures, 
page  103,  note  6,  and  Hind’s  Precedents, 
page  117,  section  2329,  where  Mr.  Currier, 
chairman,  said: 

The  gentleman  may  move  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rise  and  report  this  bill  to  the  House 
with  the  recommendation  that  It  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce.  A  motion  to  recommit 
is  in  order  in  the  House.  It  is  in  order  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  to  move  that 
when  the  Committee  rises  it  recommends  to 
the  House  a  recommitment  of  the  bill. 

However,  as  a  safeguard  this  second 
motion  to  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  a  recommendation  that 
the  enacting  clause  be  stricken  is  now 
offered.  If  the  motion  to  strike  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  is  adopted  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee,  the  Committee  will  go  back  into  the 
House  and  the  same  motion  which  the 
Chair  has  just  ruled  out  of  order  in 
Committee  will  be  in  order  in  the  House 
but  it  cannot  there  be  offered  until  the 
disposal  of  any  rollcall  that  has  been  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment  has  been 
had.  One  of  the  President’s  first  and 
most  enthusiastic  supporters  under  date 
of  March  31  printed  an  editorial  in  the 
Detroit,  Mich.,  Free  Press,  the  Chicago 
Daily  News,  and  the  Miami,  Fla.,  and 
Akron,  Ohio,  papers  and  there  wrote: 

I  had  hoped  this  week  to  get  off  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  back.  There  Is  no  satisfaction  in  dis¬ 
agreeing  with  a  man  for  whom  you  have  tre¬ 
mendous  respect  and  affection. 

But  when  Ike  derided  attempts  to  cut  his 
overstuffed  budget  as  fatuous  and  foolish 
economy,  it  seemed  that  a  few  more  words 
should  be  said  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  editorial  will  later 
be  read.  But  this  is  the  point.  This  is 
the  seventh  day  of  debate  on  this  bill. 
The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 


H.  Carl  Andersen]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  an¬ 
nounced  there  would  be  roUcalls  on  at 
east  eight  amendments. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  will  be  a  roll- 
call  on  one  more  amendment  now. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  That  makes  nine. 
Now,  how  many  more  roUcalls  will  be 
asked  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen]  I  do  not  know. 
It  is  very  evident  from  the  way  the  de¬ 
bate  has  gone  on  in  Committee  that  we 
will  be  here  at  least  another  day  on  the 
rollcall  votes. 

Here  we  are  now  with  the  budget  that 
the  President  sent  up  to  us,  cut  by  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  then 
by  this  committee.  After  the  budget  was 
sent  to  us  it  is  my  understanding  the 
President  said  that  cuts  could  be  made; 
that  if  desirable  we  should  make  them. 
Then  the  House,  in  its  wisdom,  or  lack 
of  it,  sent  that  budget  back  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  with  suggestions  that  he  tell  us 
where  the  cuts  could  be  made  with  the 
least  harm. 

The  President  very  properly  sent  it 
back  to  us  saying  it  was  our  business  to 
make  cuts  where  we  thought  they  should 
be  made. 

The  committee  has  made  its  sugges¬ 
tions  as  to  where  and  in  what  amounts 
the  reductions  should  be  made. 

The  gentleman  in  charge  of  the  bill 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  throughout  the  debate — 
perhaps  it  may  be  said  every  day  on  every 
amendment — has  charged  that  we  are 
just  walking  up  the  hill  only  to  walk 
down  again.  It  was  also  said  that  by 
making  certain  reductions  we  were  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  and  hves  of  our 
people.  An  appeal  to  passion  and 
prejudice. 

This  motion  to  recommit  which  will 
be  offered  in  the  House  if  adopted  does 
this:  Instead  of  sending  the  bill  back  to 
the  President  we  send  it  back  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  for  re¬ 
consideration,  which  is  just  exactly  what 
the  majority  did  when  it  was  sent  back  to 
the  President.  Why  should  not  the  com¬ 
mittee  take  another  look,  come  back  with 
what  the  committee,  having  in  mind  the 
desire  of  the  Members,  has  to  suggest — 
not  just  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty] — oh.  no,  not  his 
suggestions  alone,  but  those  of  the  full 
committee  meeting  again  and  having  in 
mind  the  fact  that  practically  everyone, 
including  the  President,  by  inference  at 
least,  says  the  budget  should  be  cut. 

Why  not  come  back  with  what  might 
be  termed  a  clean  bill,  perhaps  the  re¬ 
sult  of  compromise,  certainly  the  result 
of  more  adequate,  careful,  comprehen¬ 
sive  consideration.  Then  perhaps  we 
could  agree  on  what  should  be  done  in 
the  interests  of  economy  which  is  what 
the  people  want — what  we  say  we  want. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Just  to  pinpoint  what 
the  gentleman  has  said  in  view  of  the 
fact  so  many  Members  have  suggested 
that  the  President  should  tell  us  where 
cuts  in  the  budget  should  be  made  I 
want  to  call  attention  to  the  statement 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr, 
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Taber]  put  in  the  Record  yesterday  com¬ 
ing  from  Secretary  Folsom: 

Some  of  these  programs,  of  course,  were 
enacted  last  year  without  our  specific  recom¬ 
mendations  and  some  of  them  went  In  over 
our  objections.  For  example,  on  the  water- 
pollution  waste -treatment  projects,  we  did 
not  recommend  an  appropriation  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  Congress  and  that  Is  a  $50  million 
item. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  but  I  cannot  yield  further.  The 
only  purpose  of  asking  that  the  bill  be 
sent  back  to  the  committee  is  that  we 
may  have  a  better  bill,  a  bill  on  which 
those  who  advocate  economy  can  reach 
agreement;  make  the  more  sensible  cuts 
do  the  least  harm  to  each  phase  of  the 
program. 

The  Editor’s  Notebook — Ike  Forsakes  Con¬ 
victions  FOR  the  PeRELOUSLY  UNSOUND 
(By  John  S.  Knight) 

I  had  hoped  this  week  to  get  off  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  back.  There’s  no  satisfaction  in 
disagreeing  with  a  man  for  whom  you  have 
tremendous  respect  and  affection,  partic¬ 
ularly  if  he  happens  to  be  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

Better  to  tell  how  the  Incredible  Dave 
Beck  lived  it  up  with  union  funds,  or  dis¬ 
cuss  Bold  Ruler’s  chances  against  Calumet’s 
triple  entry  in  the  Kentucky  Derby. 

But  when  Ike  derided  attempts  to  cut 
his  overstuffed  budget  as  fatuous  and  foolish 
economy,  it  seemed  that  a  few  more  words 
should  be  said  on  the  subject. 

The  President  made  three  points  at  last 
Wednesday’s  press  conference: 

1.  Piecemeal  cuts  of  $25  million  here.  $50 
million  there  and  $150  million  anywhere  are 
“meaningless  •  •  •  just  kidding  yourselves.” 

2.  That  "significant  cuts”  could  come  only 
from  security  items  such  as  defense  and  for¬ 
eign  aid. 

3.  ’That  Congress,  while  talking  about 
economy  had  voted  “a  great  number  of  public 
works  *  •  •  without  proper  engineering 
studies  to  back  them  up,”  so  the  action  “must 
be  for  political  purposes.” 

In  the  first  place,  I  was  surprised  and  dis¬ 
appointed  to  have  the  President  speak  of 
budget  cuts  ranging  from  $25  million  to  $150 
million  as  foolish,  piecemeal  economy. 

And  to  brand  such  efforts  by  Congress  as 
imbecillc. 

This  is  the  same  President  Eisenhower  who 
vowed  four  4  ago  to  exercise  a  prudent  con¬ 
trol  over  Government  expenses. 

When  the  Chief  Executive  now  shows  no 
Interest  in  eliminating  items  that  run  into 
hundreds  of  millions,  we  should  all  be 
worried. 

WHAT  ABOUT  WASTE  IN  THE  MILITARY? 

The  President’s  second  point  is  that  cuts 
in  defense  and  foreign  economic  assistance 
can  be  made  only  at  a  risk  to  our  security. 

Here  again,  many  informed  pepple  will 
disagree. 

Our  defenses  must  not  be  reduced,  but 
there  is  a  lot  of  waste  in  the  Military  Es¬ 
tablishment  as  everybody  knows. 

And  why  should  foreign  aid  be  stepped 
up  an  additional  $500  million? 

When  the  Marshall  plan  began,  President 
Truman  said:  “I  guarantee  to  you  that  we’ll 
not  spend  it  for  more  than  4  years — 15  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.” 

Harry  F.  Byrd,  the  consistent  Senator 
from  'Virginia,  says  his  investigation  of  for¬ 
eign  aid  in  Europe  disclosed  that  we  have 
given  Denmark  $100  million  to  pay  on  their 
public  debt. 

So  we  Just  added  that  much  to  our  na¬ 
tional  debt. 

Great  Britain  was  presented  with  $200  mil¬ 
lion  to  reduce  taxes. 

Ours  didn’t  go  down. 
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public’s  loud  cry  reachbs  congress 

The  President  Is  right  when  he  maintains 
that  Congress  plhys  politics  with  public 
money. 

But  Congress  is  hearing  from  the  people, 
and  If  the  people  make  enough  noise,  Con¬ 
gress  pays  attention. 

That  was  shown  Wednesday  when  the 
House  of  Representatives  made  a  $442  mil¬ 
lion  piecemeal  reduction  in  the  $2.8  bllUon 
appropriation  the  administration  had  asked 
for  the  Departments  of  Labor  and  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

The  Eisenhower  administration  Is  insisting 
that  the  Government  must  provide  aid  to  the 
States  in  the  field  of  education. 

In  demanding  this  aid.  It  Is  disregarding 
its  own  Kestnbaum  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  which  reported  that; 
"We  have  not  been  able  to  find  a  State 
which  cannot  afford  to  make  more  money 
available  to  its  schools  or  Is  unable  to  sup¬ 
port  an  adequate  school  program.’’ 

The  educators  quite  naturally  will  welcome 
this  help.  It  will  give  them  the  buildings, 
schoolrooms,  auditoriums,  and  gymnasiums 
they  think  they  need. 

As  Raymond  Moley  says:  "Asking  a  pro¬ 
fessional  educator  If  he  needs  a  new  building 
Is  like  asking  Johnny  if  he  wants  a  new 
bicycle.” 

Certainly,  many  of  these  things  are  desir¬ 
able,  but  are  they  absolutely  essential  when 
the  Federal  debt  is  at  Its  statutory  limit? 

EISENHOWER  SCRAPS  CAUTION  ON  GRANTS 

The  new  budget  contains  14  new  Federal 
grants-to-States  programs,  bringing  the  total 
to  67. 

The  President  used  to  say  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  not  do  those  things 
for  the  States  which  they  are  able  to  do  for 
themselves. 

This  sound  doctrine,  like  the  prudent  ex¬ 
penditure  of  the  people's  money,  has  long 
since  been  scrapped. 

Here  is  an  example,  taken  from  Senator 
Byrd’s  recent  address  to  the  Senate: 

There  is  in  the  budget  an  item  entitled; 
"Salaries  and  expenses.  President’s  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  Beyond  High  School,  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare.” 
It  Is  shown  as  an  “old”  program. 

The  committee  was  given  a  1957  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $150,000  to  make  a  report  by  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1957.  The  original  appropriation 
provided  no  funds  for  grants  or  subsidies. 

The  pending  budget  proposes  an  additional 
1957  supplemental  sum  of  $650,000  in  the 
current  year  for  grants  and  subsidies.  Then 
it  goes  further  and  proposes  one  1958  appro¬ 
priation  of  $300,000  to  enable  the  committee 
to  complete  its  report,  and  another  $2,500,000 
"further  to  assist  in  developing  programs 
•  *  *  to  implement  recommendations  of  the 
committee.” 

Here  we  have,  says  Senator  Byrd,  a  $150,000 
appropriation  for  a  committee  report,  which 
in  two  years,  grqws  to  a  $3  million  appropria¬ 
tion  for  a  grants-and-subsidy  program — be¬ 
fore  the  report  is  made. 

This  is  a  small  example  of  how  these  pro¬ 
grams  grow. 

FIND  BUDGET  FILLED  WITH  BOONDOGGLES 

Edwin  A.  Lahey  and  David  Kraslow  of  our 
Washington  bureau  read  the  1,249  pages  of 
the  new  budget  submitted  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration. 

They  found  it  to  be  loaded  with  frills  and 
boondoggles.  Is  this  good  government? 

We  have  2,389,792  Federal  employees.  The 
new  budget  proposes  to  add  40,000  more. 

In  addition,  we  have  273,674  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  in  foreign  countries,  26,000  in  France, 
98,000  in  Germany  ,and  129,000  in  Japan. 

There  are  37,817,000  citizens  receiving  di¬ 
rect  checks  from  the  Federal  Government 
every  month.  Including  their  dependents, 
claims  Senator  Byrd,  it  is  possible  that  the 


majorlty'of  the  population  get  checks  from 
Washington. 

And  the  number  will  rise  under  the  Elsen¬ 
hower  philosophy  that  “these  are  the  services- 
which  people  demand,  and  in  my  opinion 
deserve.” 

ike’s  PRESENT  DEAL  TO  TOP  THEM  ALL 

The  Senator  from  Virginia,  says  that  he 
has  survived  the  New  Deal,  the  Fair  Deal 
and  the  FTesent  Deal.  He  says  with  regret 
that  the  Present  Deal  will  land  somewhere 
midway  between  the  New  Deal  and  the  Fair 
Deal. 

I  would  respectfully  disagree  with  that 
conclusion. 

In  my  opinion,  the  Present  Deal  will  go 
far  beyond  anything  ever  contemplated  by 
Presidents  Roosevelt  and  Truman. 

This  is  not  what  the  majority  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  voted  for  in  the  elections  of  1952 
and  1956. 

Prior  to  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  followed  a  pay-as-you-go  philoso¬ 
phy.  Andrew  Jackson,  one  of  the  patron 
saints  of  the  Democratic  Party,  boasted  that 
he  had  paid  off  the  public  debt  in  full. 

We  practiced  frugality  and  thrift  in  the 
first  150  years  of  our  Republic,  laying  the 
foundations  for  our  future  prosperity. 

Today,  we  are  endangering  the  fiscal  in¬ 
tegrity  of  our  country  by  reckless  spending 
both  at  home  and  abroad. 

It  is  tragic  indeed  that  a  man  like  Eisen¬ 
hower,  a  self-proclaimed  economic  conserva¬ 
tive,  has  forsaken  his  earlier  convictions  for 
.  a  philosophy  of  government  that  is  unsound 
and  fraught  with  peril. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  understand 
why  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  is 
getting  so  concerned  over  these  rollcall 
votes  that  are  coming  up.  I  thought 
that  he  would  be  happy  to  stand  up  and 
be  counted  when  the  roll  was  called.  If 
you  want  to  avoid  it,  one  way  is  to  adopt 
the  motion  the  gentleman  has  just 
offered. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Was  the  gentleman 
asking  me  if  I  would  stand  up  and  be 
counted? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  What  did  you  say? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  said  that  if  you 
were  interested  in  standing  up  and  being 
counted  when  these  rollcalls  are  asked 
for  you  would  not  have  offered  such  a 
motion  as  you  just  offered. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  gentleman  does 
not  believe  that,  does  he? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Oh,  you  are  just 
avoiding  the  issue. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  You  think  I  am 
ducking  and  running  out?  I  am  just  giv¬ 
ing  the  gentleman  a  chance,  and  you 
have  them  on  your  side.  I  am  just  giv¬ 
ing  them  a  chance  to  send  this  bill  back 
to  committee,  having  the  committee 
make  reductions  in  the  light  of  what  has 
happened  that  will  not  hurt  the  bill.  We 
do  not  want  to  hurt  anyone. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  the  motion  that 
you  have  just  made  is  in  effect  ducking 
the  votes  if  this  committee  adopts  your 
method. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Ducking  nothing. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  all  there  is 
to  it.  If  not,  when  we  get  back  into  the 
House  why  does  not  the  gentleman  of¬ 


fer  a  motion  to  recommit  with  certain 
instructions  as  to  where  he  thinks  the 
committee  ought  to  make  specific 
changes  and  report  the  bill  back?  There 
might  be  some  logic  to  that. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  would  be  glad  to  do  that  if 
I  were  so  conceited  as  to  think  I  had 
the  wisdom  and  enlightenment  to  cut 
wisely.  I  just  cannot.  I  am  triisting  the 
gentleman’s  committee  to  come  in  and 
do  the  best  it  can.  As  to  the  nine 
amendments  the  gentleman  wants  a  roll 
on,  I  am  willing  personally  to  vote  on 
every  one  of  them,  but  I  thought  per¬ 
haps  after  consideration  again  having  in 
mind  the  votes  in  the  House  that  we 
could  make  some  headway  by  this 
method. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  best  way  I 
know  of  doing  it  is  to  give  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  the  other  Members  a  chance 
to  answers  these  rollcalls. 

Now,  as  far  as  giving  this  bill  some 
consideration  is  concerned,  may  I  say 
that  we  have  really  worked  hard  and 
long  on  this  particular  appropriation 
bill.  The  committee  worked  for  about  6 
or  7  weeks  on  it.  We  went  into  our  hear¬ 
ings  at  10  o’clock  in  the  morning  until 
12:30  every  day  and  then  from  1:30 
until  nearly  5  o’clock.  This  in  addition 
to  our  regular  congressional  activities. 
That  is  a  long  day.  We  listened  to  180 
witnesses  and  we  took  nearly  2,000  pages 
pf  testimony.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  there  was  not  one  word  of  evidence 
in  all  our  exhaustive  committee  hearings 
that  you  have  before  you  today  that  will 
justify  any  cut  you  have  voted  for  up  to 
this  time.  On  the  last  amendment  you 
just  voted  for,  we  had  the  advice  of  four 
civic  organizations  representing  millions 
of  people  in  our  country  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  clean  water  systems  all  over  the 
country.  They  took  the  time  to  come 
from  all  sections  of  the  country  to  ap¬ 
peal  to  this  committee  to  give  and  to 
allow  the  amount  authorized  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  That 
is  exactly  what  we  have  done. 

After  we  completed  our  hearings,  we 
then  went  through  the  requests,  item  by 
item  by  item,  and  cut  where  we  thought 
we  could  intelligently  cut.  I  think  we  did 
a  pretty  good  job  because  this  bill  deals 
with  human  beings,  with  the  bodies  and 
minds  of  people  now  living  or  who  are 
yet  unborn  in  this  country.  If  you  hon¬ 
estly  believe  in  a  bill  that  affects  the  lives 
of  American  citizens,  their  life  expec¬ 
tancy,  and  the  life  expectancy  of  those 
who  are  not  yet  born,  a  bill  that  makes 
this  country  a  better  place  to  live  in  and 
a  healthier  place  to  live  in,  then  I  can¬ 
not  understand  how  you  can  support  the 
efforts  being  made  to  cut  it  as  it  has 
been  cut.  I  just  cannot  understand  the 
logic  behind  the  amendments  that  you 
have  offered  so  far  in  this  bill. 

I  would  like  to  refer  to  some  rather 
outstanding  people  in  our  Nation  and  to 
their  opinions  on  this  portion  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower’s  budget  that  we  have 
been  discussing  for  over  a  week  and 
which  most  of  the  Members  on  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  side  want  to  reduce  still  further 
than  the  committee  has  already  reduced 
it.  First,  many  of  you  will  remember  the 


No.  58- 


■2 


4472 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


press  release  issued  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  on  February  14,  regarding 
the  1958  budget.  To  refresh  everyone’s 
mind  I  will  place  that  press  release  in 
the  Record.  It  is  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Marion  B.  Folsom,  Secretary 
OF  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

The  President’s  budget  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  rep¬ 
resents  a  sound,  constructive,  and  prudent 
approach  to  problems  in  this  field. 

It  is  not  too  large  in  itself,  in  the  light 
of  national  needs  in  these  areas.  Nor  is  it 
too  large  in  proportion  to  the  size  of  the 
total  budget,  or  the  national  ability  to  sup¬ 
port  these  programs. 

Expenditures  recommended  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  this  Department  in  fiscal  1958 
amount  to  $2.8  billion,  or  about  4  percent 
of  the  budget  total. 

These  proposed  programs  are  Investments 
In  human  resources — in  the  health  of  the 
American  people,  in  their  education  and 
training  for  living  in  an  Increasingly  com¬ 
plex  world,  in  their  protection  against  eco¬ 
nomic  want.  These  are  the  resources  upon 
which,  ultimately,  our  continuing  prosperity 
and  our  national  security  depend. 

Neglect  of  health,  education,  or  economic 
security  will  prove  very  costly  in  the  long 
run.  For  problems  in  these  fields,  unless 
resolved,  will  be  compounded  by  the  pass¬ 
age  of  time.  Related  problems  develop,  and 
the  ultimate  cost  of  solutions  becomes  far 
greater. 

It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  64 
percent  of  the  Department’s  budget,  or  $1.8 
billion,  would  be  required  for  public  assist¬ 
ance  grants  to  the  needy,  aged,  blind,  dis¬ 
abled,  and  dependent  children. 

We  are  most  anxious  to  develop  construc¬ 
tive  programs  which  will  reduce  human  need 
in  the  future.  Such  programs  have  received 
increased  emphasis  in  the  1958  budget. 

Most  of  the  recommended  increase  for  the 
Department  would  go  to  help  eliminate  a 
critical  shortage  of  classrooms  in  financially 
needy  ccAimunities  across  the  country.  I 
know  of  no  better  investment  the  country 
could  make  than  to  remove  a  serious  defi¬ 
ciency  in  facilities  for  education  which,  if 
permitted  to  continue,  could  only  serve  to 
retard  our  national  progress. 

The  other  increases  are  relatively  small  in 
terms  of  dollars  but  I  believe  they  will  yield 
important  long-range  benefits. 

Increases  of  $7.3  million  for  vocational  re¬ 
habilitation,  for  example,  will  help  restore 
more  handicapped  persons  to  productive  em¬ 
ployment  and  will  return,  in  both  humani¬ 
tarian  and  economic  rewards,  far  more  than 
the  cost.  A  requested  Investment  of  $2.1 
million  for  research  in  the  causes  of  de¬ 
pendency,  and  ways  of  overcoming  them, 
should  help  reduce  the  human  and  economic 
toll  of  dependency  in  our  society.  Similarly, 
we  are  proposing  $2.5  million  to  assist  in 
training  more  professional  workers  to  help 
solve  the  complex  human  problems  involved 
in  dependency.  We  are  asking  for  an  Increase 
of  $1.3  million  for  research  to  help  solve  long¬ 
standing  problems  which  have  handicapped 
education  for  many  years. 

The  proposed  record  level  of  medical  re¬ 
search  expenditures  offers  bright  promise  for 
reducing  the  tragic  toll  of  disease  and  dis¬ 
ability  among  the  American  people.  The 
proposed  aid  in  building  medical  teaching 
facilities  and  other  increases  for  health  pro¬ 
grams  are  also  Important  in  accomplishing 
this  objective.  We  are  requesting  $3  million 
to  help  States  and  communities  attack  the 
growing  problem  of  juvenile  delinquency.  A 
proposed  Increase  of  $2.5  million  will  help 
assure  safety  to  consumers  in  the  use  of  foods 
and  drugs  which  are  rapidly  increasing  in 
both  volume  and  complexity. 

These  are  sound,  practical  Investments 
which,  over  many  years  ahead,  will  yield  far 


more  than  their  cost  In  preventing  human 
need,  fostering  economic  growth,  and 
strengthening  national  security. 

The  administration  is  proposing  these  ad¬ 
vances  in  health,  education,  and  economic 
security  within  the  framework  of  a  balanced 
overall  budget.  The  budget,  in  fact,  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  surplus  for  the  third  successive 
year.  This  is  no  small  achievement  at  a 
time  when  circumstances  beyond  our  control 
compel  very  large  defense  expenditures. 

If  we  are  to  be  realistic  in  our  approach, 
we  should  consider  expenditures  for  health, 
education,  and  welfare  and  for  certain  other 
programs  not  only  in  terms  of  total  dollar 
amounts  but  also  in  relation  to  our  popula¬ 
tion  and  our  whole  economy.  It  is  only 
natural  that  some  budget  figures  should  tend 
to  increase  as  the  population  grows  rapidly 
and  the  economy  expands  to  record  peaks. 

By  1958,  it  is  estimated  the  national  in- 
'come  will  have  increased  57  percent  over 
1950.  The  recommended  1958  nondefense 
Federal  expenditures  ^  amount  to  an  increase 
of  only  14  percent  over  1950.  The  recom¬ 
mended  level  of  nondefense  spending  would 
be  4.3  percent  of  the  estimated  national  in¬ 
come.  approximately  the  same  proportion  as 
for  the  previous  2  years.  This  is  down  sub¬ 
stantially  from  the  ratio  of  7.2  percent  in 
1940  and  5.9  percent  in  1950.  Thus,  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  our  means,  the  1958  budget  for  non¬ 
defense  needs  is  less  than  it  has  been  in  the 
past. 

The  proposed  total  Federal  spending  for 
1958  would  be  19  percent  of  estimated  na¬ 
tional  Income,  compared  with  22.7  percent 
in  1954,  the  first  full  fiscal  year  of  this  ad¬ 
ministration. 

The  administration’s  continuing  goal  with 
respect  to  the  budget  is  clear.  It  is  to  re¬ 
strain  Federal  spending  and  cut  taxes  when 
this  can  be  done  consistent  with  the  national 
Interest.  The  President  and  his  budget  ad¬ 
visers,  I  know,  were  guided  by  a  deep  sense 
of  fiscal  prudence  in  carefully  developing  the 
1958  budget  recommendations  in  the  light 
of  our  needs  for  national  protection  and  for 
continuing  progress  in  domestic  affairs. 

Then  I  would  like  to  read  some  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  an  article  entitled  “Trends 
in  State  Government — 1957  as  Indicated 
by  the  Governor’s  Message”  in  the  March 
1957  issue  of  State  Government  the  offi¬ 
cial  publication  of  the  Council  of  State 
Governments.  This  article  states: 

Dealing  with  States  services,  the  gover¬ 
nors  called  for  expansion  and  advance,  above 
all,  in  education,  in  highway  construction, 
and  in  highway  safety.  But  emphasis  was 
strong  in  other  areas  as  well— mental  health, 
problems  of  the  aging,  and  management  of 
natural  resources  prominent  among  them. 

*  *  •  But  behind  most  of  the  governors’ 
proposals  lay  such  realities  as  rapid  growth 
of  the  population:  the  relative  Increase  of 
the  younger  and  older  segments  of  the  popu¬ 
lation:  the  soaring  enrollments  in  schools: 
the  shortages  of  trained  teachers  and  school 
buildings:  the  record  traffic  on  an  inade¬ 
quate  highway  network:  and  the  Federal 
program,  with  its  State  matching  provisions, 
for  bringing  the  network  up  to  date. 

*  *  *  As  one  of  the  governors  summarized, 
most  of  the  problems  that  confront  his 
State  are  “products  of  our  growing  popula¬ 
tion  and  our  expanding  economy.” 

*  *  *  “If  grass  were  growing  in  our 
streets,”  he  said,  “and  if  smoke  were  not 
pouring  from  the  stacks  of  our  factories,  we 
would  not  have  to  face  *  •  *  the  problems 
of  progress.” 


*  Nondefense  expenditures  Include  all 
functions  except  those  listed  in  the  budget 
as  “major  national  security,”  “veterans  serv¬ 
ices  and  benefits,”  and  “interest.” 
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So  you  can  see  our  Governors  seem  to 
be  concerned  about  keeping  up  with  our 
growing  population,  expanding  economy, 
and  problems  in  the  fields  dealt  with  in 
this  bill,  and  certainly  do  not  appear 
to  want  us  to  start  going  backward. 

There  have  also  been  many,  many 
comments  in  very  respectable  newspa¬ 
pers  that  I  could  include  in  the  Record 
to  support  my  contention  that  those  who 
seek  to  cut  the  bill  still  further,  or  seek 
to  recommit  it  to  the  committee  for  fur¬ 
ther  cuts,  do  not  represent  the  feeling 
of  many  highly  respected  Americans 
and,  in  my  opinion,  the  majority  of  the 
American  people.  I  shall  not  burden  the 
Record  with  all  of  those  newspaper  ar¬ 
ticles  that  have  come  to  my  attention 
but  I  will  include  three  of  them  in  the 
Record,  the  first  two  from  the  New  York 
Times  of  March  29  and  April  3  and  the 
third  from  the  Washington  Post  of  April 
3.  These  articles  are  as  follows: 

(From  tbe  New  York  Times  of  March  29, 
1957] 

In  the  Nation — Swim,  but  Don’t  Go  Near 
THE  Water 
(By  Arthur  Krock) 

Washington,  March  28. — It  is  the  “poorest 
kind  of  economy,”  said  the  President,  de¬ 
fending  his  $72  billion  budget  yesterday, 
“to  say  you  [Congress]  are  going  to  save 
a  few  millions  here  and  a  few  millions  there.” 
Maybe  so,  replied  Representative  Taber,  of 
New  York,  “but  when  you  don’t  have  any 
other  kind  of  economizing  available,  you 
have  to  take  what  you  can  get.” 

This  was  a  pretty  good  riposte  in  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  because,  in  further  comment  on 
the  budget,  the  President  stoutly  opposed 
large  reductions  on  the  basis  of  an  orderly 
formula.  This,  he  said,  would  cripple  con¬ 
tinuing  programs  for  which  Congress  Itself 
had  made  the  Government  responsible,  and 
the  new  programs  (schoolroom  construction, 
for  example)  which  he  had  proposed  because 
he  considered  them  essential  to  the  popu¬ 
lar  need  and  the  duty  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide. 

By  that  statement  the  President  took  di¬ 
rect  issue  with  Senator  Byrd,  of  Virginia, 
as  well  as  Representative  Taber  among  the 
congressional  leaders  who  differ  with  him 
about  the  potentialities  of  cutting  the 
budget.  Byrd  contends  that  an  orderly  ecoq- 
omizlng  formula  is  also  available  to  Con¬ 
gress  and  can  be  followed  without  damage 
to  the  popular  need  or  the  national  secu¬ 
rity.  The  difference  between  the  President’s 
attitude  and  the  Virginia  Senator’s  has  been 
expressed  by  the  latter  in  several  statements 
on  and  off  the  Senate  fioor. 

“indefensible  increases” 

“Proposals  [by  the  President]  establishing 
new  functions,  expanding  old  ones,  and  for 
indefensible  increases  in  current  authoriza¬ 
tions,”  Byrd  told  the  Senate,  “requested  in 
the  Federal  budget  for  fiscal  1958  *  *  •  will 
force  continuing  increases  in  future 
budgets.”  And  he  specified: 

“I  am  convinced  that  requested  appro¬ 
priations  can  be  reduced  by  $6.5  billion;  na¬ 
tional  security,  $1.5  billion;  foreign  aid  and 
international  affairs,  $2  billion;  domestic- 
civilian  activities,  $3  billion  *  •  •  reducing 
the  budget  to  $66.8  billion.” 

Of  the  continuing  and  new  programs  for 
civilian-domestic  activities,  which  the  Pres¬ 
ident  yesterday  classified  as  either  imposed 
by  Congress  or  by  the  popular  need,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  said ; 

“These  appropriations  are  up  36  percent 
since  1954.  The  budget  contains  37  propos¬ 
als  for  new  and  expanded  activities,  with 
1958  requests  totaling  $2  billion.  These  in¬ 
clude  14  new  Federal  grants  to  State  pro- 
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grams,  bringing  the  total  to  67.  and  among 
these  is  the  Federal  school  construction  pro¬ 
gram  with  a  first  year  appropriation  of  $451 
million.  Among  the  hundreds  of  old  current 
accounts  the  budget  proposes  Increases  in 

3  out  of  every  4.  *  *  •  Yet  the  domestic- 
civilian  programs,  even  after  the  cut  [of  $3 
billion  urged  by  Byrd],  exclusive  of  high 
ways,  will  have  $23.8  billion  in  new  author¬ 
izations,  plus  $24  billion  in  unexpended 
balances  in  prior  appropriations,  for  a  total 
of  nearly  $48  billion.” 

The  Eisenhower  budget  for  fiscal  1958,  the 
Senator  said  to  his  colleagues,  ‘‘is  a  complete 
reversal  of  the  retrenchment  policy  to  which 
this  administration  pledged  Itself.”  After 
reducing  the  last  Truman  budget  by  $10 
billion  and  cutting  spending  another  $3  bil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1955,  the  President’s  budgets 
‘‘have  been  rising  steadily,  with  huge  in¬ 
creases  in  the  domestic-civilian  area.  This  is 
the  worst  yet.  It  begins  another  spending 
spree  which  will  continue  infiation  and  raise 
the  cost  of  living.  And  let  us  not  forget  that 
the  distinguished  Secretary  qf  the  Treas¬ 
ury  •  *  *  denounced  this  budget  presented 
by  his  own  administration  as  authorizing  ex¬ 
penditures  which,  if  continued,  would  lead  to 
a  depression  that  would  ‘curl  your  hair.’  ” 

HUMPHREY’S  PLIGHT 

‘That  reference  was  to  the  unhappy  situa¬ 
tion  of  a  man  in  the  middle,  George  M.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  who  obviously  would  like  to  take  a 
public  stand  much  closer  to  Byrd’s  position. 
But  to  do  that,  especially  after  what  the 
President  said  yesterday,  Humphrey  would 
be  in  open  conflict  with  his  chief,  to  whom 
he  is  intensely  loyal.  And  since  Humphrey 
has  made  plain  his  belief  that  in  the  national 
interest  the  President’s  leadership  should  be 
maintained  at  its  highest  possible  degree,  the 
Secretary’s  resignation — which  this  open  con¬ 
flict  would  impose  on  a  man  of  such  high 
principle — would  undoubtedly  be  a  heavy 
blow  to  that  leadership. 

Another  point  of  difference  between  the 
President  and  Byrd  is  that  the  Senator  does 
not  agree  that  the  budget  and  its  expanded 
social -economic  programs  are  responsive  to 
public  opinion.  ‘The  total  tax  collections  by 
all  forms  of  American  Government  is  now 
$110  billion  annually  out  of  an  annual  in¬ 
come  of  $325  billion.  And  the  growing  pub¬ 
lic  protest  against  the  ever-rising  Federal 
budget  has  much  of  its  source  in  the  level 
of  taxation,  as  Congress  is  acutely  aware. 

’The  President’s  remarks  yesterday  com¬ 
plete  the  anomaly  of  his  position  and  deepen 
Humphrey’s  plight.  Both  urged  Congress  to 
cut  the  budget.  Yet  the  President  now  con¬ 
tends  it  cannot  be  done  either  substantially 
or  piecemeal. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times  of  April  3,  1957] 
Budget  Cuts  Questioned — Decline  in  Wel¬ 
fare  Outlays  Noted,  With  Burden  on 

Localities 

To  the  Editor  op  the  New  York  Times  ; 

Is  the  budget  too  large?  First,  let  me  admit 
that  on  the  basis  of  the  experience  of  the  last 
few  years  actual  expenditures  will  exceed 
budgeted  ones  (estimates  of  January  1957  for 
fiscal  year  1958)  by  a  few  billion  dollars.  Sec¬ 
ond,  let  me  agree  also  that  the  budget  is  not 
in  as  sound  shape  as  the  administration 
suggests. 

For  example,  in  2  years  roadbuilding  in  the 
budget  is  cut  from  $783  million  to  $43  mil¬ 
lion.  But  $1.7  billion  of  outlays  has  now 
been  taken  out  of  the  budget  and  tucked 
away  in  a  trust  fund.  But  even  with  all  that 
I  am  not  worried  about  the  size  of  the  budget. 

First,  the  size  of  the  budget  should  be  put 
against  the  size  of  the  economy.  In  the  last 

4  years  the  budget  has  fallen  from  20  percent 
of  the  gross  national  product  (GNP)  to  16 
percent  of  the  GNP,  or  a  relative  decline 
of  20  percent.  In  the  last  10  years  the  size  of 
the  national  debt  has  declined  by  about  one- 
half  in  relation  to  the  GNP. 


Second,  the  more  germane  criticism  is  that 
the  Elsenhower  administration  has  gone  in 
too  much  for  economy  and  not  enough  for 
needed  Government  services, 

VIEWED  AGAINST  ECONOMY 

Welfare  outlays  have  dropped  in  a  period 
(1952  to  1956)  When  gross  national  product 
rose  by  $65  billion  and  military  outlays  were 
cut  by  $10  billion  or  more  and  reductions  of 
taxes,  costing  about  $9  billion  a  year  today, 
were  made. 

Even  as  our  peril  grew  and  our  interna¬ 
tional  position  deteriorated,  the  Eisenhower 
administration  Increased  the  danger  to  our 
trilllon-dollar  economy  and  our  security  gen¬ 
erally  by  serious  cuts  in  our  military  budget 
and  by  a  reduction  of  foreign  economic  aid  of 
one-half  as  compared  with  the  last  ‘Truman 
administration  and  two-thirds  vis-a-vis  the 
GNP.  Some  estimates  of  cuts  are  much 
higher.  At  least  there  is  now  a  disposition  to 
reconsider  the  economy  program  for  national 
security.  For  this  we  are  grateful. 

The  budget  upsets  Secretary  Humphrey 
especially  because  of  promises  made  but  not 
kept.  ‘The  rise  of  $3  billion  ($4.7  billion  on 
a  cash  basis)  in  1  year  haunts  the  adminis¬ 
tration  because,  with  the  cash  budget  up  by 
$23  billion  above  the  1952  Taft-Eisenhower 
commitment,  they  are  embarrassed.  They 
even  had  asked  for  cuts  in  the  1952  cam¬ 
paign  of  $40  billion,  $25  billion,  and  $10 
billion. 

But  let  us  note  even  the  $72-billion  1958 
budget  is  more  than  20  percent  less  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  GNP  than  the  1953  ‘Truman  budget, 
which  was  under  examination  in  the  1952 
campaign.  I  say  this  is  too  great  a  cut.  con¬ 
sidering  our  peril,  our  shortage  of  several 
hundred  thousand  schoolrooms,  our  slums, 
the  inadequacies  of  our  social-security  pro¬ 
gram,  the  unavailability  of  comprehensive 
health  insurance,  etc. 

In  the  welfare  area  housing  costs  In  the 
new  budget  are  down  and  outlays  on  labor 
and  welfare  (health,  education,  and  public 
assistance  especially)  up  by  $506  million. 

WELFARE  PROGRAMS 

Surely  this  is  no  New  Deal  program  when 
allowance  is  made  for  the  slashes  in  1952-56 
and  the  rise  of  prices  and  income.  At  the 
very  most,  the  rise  in  welfare  programs  in 
the  budget  cost  about  5  percent  of  the  aver, 
age  annual  rise  of  GNP  expected  over  the 
next  10  years.  Is  this  excessive,  especially  in 
view  of  the  history  of  1952-56? 

’Those  who  are  vexed  by  the  size  of  the 
Federal  budget  would  have  much  more  rea¬ 
son  to  be  concerned  over  the  trends  of  State 
and  local  finance.  The  Federal  Government 
tends  to  pass  its  responsibilities  on  to  these 
governments.  For  example,  new  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  Federal  Government  declined 
from  $4.8  billion  in  1952  to  $3.6  billion  in 
1956,  or  a  drop  of  25  percent;  and  by  State 
and  local  rose  from  $6.1  billion  to  $9.8  bil¬ 
lion,  or  a  rise  of  more  than  60  percent. 
Hence,  the  latter  became  twice  as  important 
relative  to  Federal  outlays  in  4  years. 

Total  expenditures  of  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  are  up  from  $12  billion  in  1946  to 
$28  billion  in  1952  and  $40  billion  in  1956. 
On  trends  of  recent  years,  State  and  local 
governments  will  be  spending  $60  billion  in 
10  years.  Is  it  fair  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  tap  the  richest  sources  of  revenues 
and  put  increased  responsibilities  on  State 
and  local  governments? 

In  short,  the  size  of  the  budget  is  not  so 
serious  as  it  seems  to  many,  even  if  allow¬ 
ance  is  made  for  peculiar  accounting.  The 
administration  is  to  be  criticized  rather  for 
promises  not  kept,  for  dubious  accounting, 
for  unwarranted  slashes  of  security  and  wel¬ 
fare  outlays,  and  for  putting  excessive  bur¬ 
dens  on  State  and  local  governments. 

Seymour  E.  Harris. 

Cambridge,  Mass.,  March  23,  1957. 
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[From  the  Washington  Post  of  April  3,  1957] 
Ike  Defends  Budget,  Asks  Businessmen  To 
Alert  Public  to  Federal  Aid  Needs 

President  Eisenhower  threw  his  full  weight 
behind  his  $71.8  billion  Federal  budget  again 
yesterday. 

He  challenged  300  business  leaders  to  edu¬ 
cate  Americans  to  the  need  for  Federal  aid 
to  domestic,  school,  welfare,  and  health  pro¬ 
grams. 

In  the  foreign  field,  the  President  said  the 
overriding  objective  to  achieve  peace  is  far 
more  important  than  a  tax  cut. 

‘‘Much  as  we  hate  taxes,  it  (world  peace) 
is  an  objective  that  overrides  our  aversion  to 
high  taxes,”  he  told  the  13th  Washington 
conference  of  the  Advertising  Council,  a  non¬ 
profit  organization  which  marshals  the 
forces  of  advertising  for  public-service  cam¬ 
paigns. 

The  President’s  remarks  were  in  line  with 
his  press  conference  promise  last  week  to 
defend  his  spending  requests  against  current 
attacks  in  Congress. 

He  spoke  as  the  House  debated  cuts  in  his 
health,  education,  and  welfare  money  bill, 
the  fifth  to  reach  the  floor.  So  far,  economy- 
minded  Congressmen  have  lopped  $800  mil¬ 
lion  from  Eisenhower  requests  of  $13.8  bil¬ 
lion. 

‘‘I  am  struck  so  often  by  the  simplest  func¬ 
tions  of  government  that  are  misunder¬ 
stood,”  the  President  said.  ‘‘For  example, 
the  school  program.  •  *  • 

‘‘We  have  a  situation  today  throughout 
the  country  of  schools  running  two  sessions 
a  day,  with  teachers  overburdened — often 
teachers  having  to  be  employed  who  are 
not  really  qualified.  ‘The  school  situa¬ 
tion  is  suffering  very,  very  badly  for  lack  of 
facilities.” 

He  stressed  Federal  aid  was  essential  to  in¬ 
spire  the  States  to  Improve  education,  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  to  the  continuation  of  vital 
democracy. 

‘‘The  Federal  Government  might  well  help 
on  a  one-time  basis  to  get  these  schools 
built,  to  catch  up  and  get  out.”  Mr.  Eisen¬ 
hower  said. 

The  Chief  Executive  acknowledged  that 
•‘many  people  have  thought  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  not  take  any  part  in  the 
welfare  funds  in  our  country — old  age  secu¬ 
rity,  unemployment  insurance,  and  health 
processes.” 

But  to  the  President  such  Federal  help 
equalizes  services  in  the  several  States. 

‘‘We  would  have  migrations  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  with  dislocations  in  industry  and  in  labor 
force,  merely  because  in  one  State  people 
would  say  we  can  get  better  help  when  mis¬ 
fortune,  old  age,  or  something  of  that  kind 
strikes  by  moving  to  such  a  State,”  he 
warned. 

Afterwards,  conferees  heard  news  com¬ 
mentators  Roscoe  Drummond,  Marquis 
Childs,  Edward  R.  Murrow,  and  James  B. 
Reston  on  a  panel  presided  over  by  Philip  L. 
Graham,  publisher  of  the  Washington  Post, 
at  a  Mayflower  Hotel  luncheon. 

Drummond  said  the  character  of  the  Re¬ 
publican  Presidential  ticket  in  the  next  elec¬ 
tion  hinged  on  the  outcome  of  the  fight  over 
the  President’s  budget. 

Cutting  it  Is  the  touchstone  of  the  faith  of 
right-wing  Republicans,  Drummond  com¬ 
mented,  and  preserving  the  budget,  the  hope 
of  Eisenhower  Republicans. 

Childs  characterized  efforts  to  unify 
Europe  as  enormously  hopeful  despite  three 
handicaps:  Foot-dragging  in  England,  a 
strong  sentiment  to  go  it  alone  in  the  Rhine¬ 
land,  and  an  insistence  of  France  to  bring 
North  African  colonies  into  the  alliance. 

Reston  sketched  problems  of  leaders  today 
In  regearlng  their  training  and  thinking  to 
meet  new  enormous,  even  terrifying  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  this  age. 

Murrow  warned  against  overestimating  the 
reasonableness  of  Israelites  and  underesti- 
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mating  Egypt’s  Nasser,  “the  calmest,  coolest, 
gemibllng  man  I  have  ever  met.’* 

In  addition  to  all  this  top-level  opin¬ 
ion  I  have  received  hundreds  of  letters, 
telegrams,  telephone  calls,  and  personal 
visits  from  the  people  at  the  ground  level 
who  are  meeting  these  problems  every 
day  and  who,  in  my  opinion,  are  in  the 
best  position  to  know  what  these  pro¬ 
posed  cuts  really  mean  to  the  American 
people.  It  is  hard  for  me  to  keep  from 
really  burdening  the  Record  in  this  in¬ 
stance  because  I  would  like  all  Members 
to  see  what  has  been  pouring  in  to  me 
from  these  folks.  However,  I  will  include 
just  three  telegrams  that  I  especially 
wish  to  call  attention  to.  These  are  as 
follows : 

Providence,  R.  1.,  March  28,  1957. 
Hon.  John  E.  Fogarty, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

To  help  meet  critical  nurse  shortage  and 
Insure  adequate  health  care  for  our  people 
additional  graduate  nurses  must  be  prepared 
for  teaching  and  administrative  positions 
which  essential  and  expanding  health  pro¬ 
grams  demand.  Because  of  your  own  and 
our  deep  concern  and  responsibility  in  this 
vital  situation  members  of  the  Rhode  Island 
State  Nurses  Association  urge  your  support 
for  increased  appropriations  for  public  health 
and  graduate-nurse  traineeships  and  exten¬ 
sion  of  practical  nurse  programs  provided 
for  by  Ihibllc  Law  911. 

Martha  O.  Sayles, 

President. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  27, 1957. 
Hon.  John  E.  Fogarty, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Disabled  American  Veterans  is  greatly 
concerned  regarding  proposal  in  House  of 
Representatives  to  reduce  appropriations 
recommended  by  your  committee  for  the 
Veterans’  Employment  Service  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  Further  reduction  will 
seriously  impair  the  service,  in  placement  of 
disabled  veterans  into  employment.  Respect¬ 
fully  urge  you  to  strongly  support  your 
recommendation. 

Omer  W.  Clark, 

director  of  Legislation,  Disabled 
American  Veterans. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  28, 1957. 
Hon.  John  E.  Fogarty, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  disturbed  over 
tentative  House  reductions  in  appropriations 
for  Veterans’  Employment  Service,  Bureau  of 
Veterans  Reemployment  Rights  and  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security.  Strongly  urge  your 
support  of  the  amount  recommended  by 
Appropriations  Committee  for  these  three 
agencies.  Efforts  should  be  made  to  bring 
these  appropriation  items  up  for  rollcall  vote 
to  maintain  recommendations  made  by  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

Omar  B.  Ketchum, 

VFIV  National  Legislative  Director. 

I  hope  the  motion  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman J. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Grants  for  hospital  construction;  For  pay¬ 
ments  under  parts  C  and  G,  title  VI,  of  the 
act,  as  amended,  $121,200,000,  of  which  $99,- 
000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for  hospitals 
and  related  facilities  pursuant  to  part  C, 
$1,200,000  shall  be  for  the  purposes  author¬ 


ized  in  section  636  of  the  act,  and  $21,000,p00 
shall  be  for  payments  for  facilities  pursuant 
to  part  G,  as  follows:  $6,500,000  for  diagnostic 
or  treatment  centers,  $6,500,000  for  hospitals 
for  the  chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4,000,- 
000  for  rehabilitation  facilities,  and  $4,000,000 
for  nursing  homes:  Provided,  That  allot¬ 
ments  under  such  parts  C  and  G  to  the 
several  States  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall 
be  made  on  the  basis  of  amounts  equal  to 
the  limitations  specified  herein. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hebert:  Page 
25,  line  6,  after  “as  amended”,  strike  out 
“$121,200,000”  and  Insert  “$100,000,000”; 
line  7.  after  “which”,  strike  out  “$99,000,000” 
and  insert  “$77,800,000”;  line  20,  after  the 
words  “as  amended”,  strike  out  “$1,450,000” 
and  substitute  “$1,381,000.” 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
view  of  the  remarks  that  have  been  made 
on  the  floor  during  the  last  7  days  of  de¬ 
bate  and  the  arguments  advanced 
against  the  cutting  of  these  sums  and 
amounts,  I  am  now  able  to  offer  an 
amendment  which  meets  the  objections 
of  both  sides  and  I  am  sure  can  well  be 
supported  because  it  does  not  destroy 
any  program;  it  does  not  reduce  any 
salaries;  it  does  not  reduce  or  increase 
any  personnel. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  will  be  noted  in 
this  amendment  that  I  do  not  touch  at 
all  the  $6,500,000  for  diagnostic  or  treat¬ 
ment  centers,  $6,500,000  for  hospitals  for 
the  chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4  mil¬ 
lion  for  rehabilitation  facilities,  and  $4 
million  for  nursing  homes. 

What  I  do  propose  is  to  reduce  at  the 
top  of  the  heap  some  $21  million  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction,  popularly  known  as 
the  Hill-Burton  Act.  There  is  no  finer 
program  in  existence  than  the  Hill-Bur¬ 
ton  program.  It  is  a  magnificent  pro¬ 
gram  ;  it  is  one  that  should  be  continued 
and  a  program  which  should  be  given  all 
the  money  it  can  use.  But  the  testimony 
of  the  budget  officer  of  the  Department 
indicates  that  in  1956  the  fiscal  year  was 
ended  with  an  unobligated  balance  of 
$79  million. 

In  1957  the  unobligated  balance  was 
some  $91  million  and  it  is  estimated  by 
that  same  budget  officer  in  testimony 
before  the  committee  on  page  587,  in 
answer  to  a  question  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Laird],  that  the 
anticipated  unobligated  funds  at  the  end 
of  fiscal  1958  will  be  $86  million. 

Now,  I  do  not  think  it  takes  an  in¬ 
tellectual  giant  but  just  a  common,  ordi¬ 
nary  garden  variety  individual  like  my¬ 
self  to  ask  the  question,  and  properly  so. 
What  does  an  agency  want  to  ask  $121 
million  for  when  it  admits  that  at  the 
end  of  fiscal  1958,  for  which  it  is  ask¬ 
ing  this  sum,  there  will  be  an  unobligated 
amount  of  some  $86  million?  I  think  I 
have  been  very  generous  in  only  striking 
some  20  percent  and  then  allowing 
everything  else  in  the  program  to  re¬ 
main,  of  course,  with  the  exception  of 
the  expansion  of  the  administration  of 
the  program  at  the  top,  which  would  not 
be  needed  if  they  had  that  much  less 
money.  I  see  no  objection  to  it,  and  I 
hope  that  the  House  in  its  wisdom  will 
understand  that  this  is  merely  a  demon¬ 
stration  of  drawing  in  the  belt,  as  I  sug¬ 
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gested  in  my  opening  remarks  the  other 
day,  of  tightenin|:  up  a  little  bit  and  not 
harming  this  program  one  iota. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Ohio. 

Ml’S.  BOLTON.  I  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows  whether,  in  computing  the 
number  of  hospitals  to  be  built  under  the 
Hill-Burton  Act,  any  consideration  has 
been  given  to  the  staffing  of  those  hos¬ 
pitals.  What  relationship  does  the 
building  program  have  to  the  shortage  of 
personnel? 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  have  found  no  indi¬ 
cation  of  what  the  shortage  of  personnel 
has  to  do  with  the  construction  of  the 
hospital  itself.  I  am  talking  about  the 
stone  and  the  mortar. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Yes;  but  if  we  have 
stone  and  mortar,  we  want  to  put  the 
patients  in  the  hospitals  and  have  them 
cared  for. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  suggest  to  the  gentle 
lady  that  I  am  allowing  the  sum  to  re¬ 
main  for  the  nursing  homes,  and  next 
year,  after  they  are  graduated  and 
trained,  they  may  be  sufficiently  trained 
to  increase  that  amount. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  But,  there  is  no  rela¬ 
tionship  established  between  the  plans 
for  building  and  the  plans  for  more 
nurses. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  There  is  no  relation¬ 
ship  as  far  as  I  know,  because  this  is  on 
a  State  formula  and.  in  effect,  you  just 
cannot  spend  all  the  money  now  to  do  it. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  have  in  mind  how  this  sum  com¬ 
pares  with  what  they  had  in  the  last 
fiscal  year? 

Mr.  HEBERT.  It  was  less  than  this 
amount.  I  do  not  recall  the  exact 
amount,  and  I  am  unable  to  find  it  im¬ 
mediately.  Perhaps  the  gentleman  can 
aid  me. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  But  this  is  a  greater 
sum  than  the  same  service  had  appro¬ 
priated  last  year? 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Yes.  This  is  in  ad¬ 
dition,  and  that  is  what  I  am  pointing 
out,  and  I  think  it  is  very  important,  that 
we  are  not  cutting  down  any  of  then.’ 
services.  We  are  taking  off  $21  million 
and  applying  it  only  to  the  construction 
program. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  did  not  understand 
that  the  Clerk  had  read  beyond  line  17. 
May  I  inquire  if  this  amendment  in¬ 
cludes  the  figure  on  line  20? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment 
that  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  of¬ 
fered  was  addressed  to  the  language  be¬ 
ginning  on  line  5  but  does  touch  on  a 
sum  included  in  the  next  paragraph  be¬ 
ginning  on  line  18. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  have 
an  amendment  at  the  desk  which  would 
apply  to  line  17,  If  this  amendment  were 
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acted  on,  would  that  prevent  my  amend¬ 
ment  from  being  offered  at  the  end  of 
the  paragraph  which  begins  on  line  5 
and  ends  on  line  17? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  applies  to  that  portion 
between  line  5  and  line  17? 

Mr.  FELLY.  That  is  correct. 

Lhe  CHAIRMAN.  It  would  be  in  order, 
because  the  Clerk  has  not  read  the  next 
3  lines,  18,  19,  and  20. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  May  I  be  heard,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  was  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  went  down 
to  and  included  the  language  at  the  end 
of  line  20  on  page  25. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment 
does  go  down  that  far,  but  the  Clerk 
has  not  read  those  last  three  lines. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  further 
amendments  cannot  be  offered  to  the 
language  before  line  20  on  page  25,  be¬ 
cause  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hebert] 
takes  in  3  places  in  the  bill  and  goes 
down  to  and  including  the  paragraph 
“Salaries  and  expenses”  where  his 
amendment  offers  to  cut  the  amount  in 
line  20. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  statement  the 
gentleman  makes  is  correct,  but  the  fact 
remains  no  point  of  order  was  made 
when  the  amendment  was  read. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
point  I  was  trying  to  make  is  that  there 
were  no  objections  raised  when  the 
amendment  was  offered  and  considered 
down  through  line  20. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  portion  of  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  having  to  do 
with  those  three  lines,  lines  18,  19,  and  20, 
can  have  no  effect  until  those  lines  are 
read  and  then  considered. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  FOG.^T^.  Is  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  in  order  when  he  has,  in 
one  amendment,  sought  to  cut  three 
places  in  the  bill,  from  lines  5  to  20? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No  point  of  order 
was  raised  against  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thought  that 
would  be  a  concession  that  those  lines 
had  been  read,  the  lines  down  to  and 
including  line  20. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  is  no  concession 
until  such  time  as  that  portion  of  the 
bill  is  read. 

Mr.  FELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  if  no  objection  were 
made,  would  that  preclude  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  my  amendment  which  begins 
on  line  17,  following  the  action  on  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Hebert]? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  say  at 
the  outset,  as  has  been  said  by  other 
Members,  that  I  am  just  as  interested 
in  economy  in  government  as  anyone, 
as  my  better  judgment  will  allow. 

We  have  been  considering  this  bill  for 
several  days.  I  want  to  commend  and 


applaud  the  committee  in  charge  of  this 
appropriation  bill;  as  well  as  the  pa¬ 
tience  and  indulgence  of  the  member¬ 
ship  of  this  House,  including  the  leader¬ 
ship,  for  taking  the  time  in  discussing 
so  thoroughly  these  matters  of  so  much 
importance  to  the  people  of  America. 

In  my  experience,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  I  believe  the  first  time,  recently  any¬ 
way,  that  the  House  has  taken  time 
thoroughly  to  debate  and  discuss  these 
matters  of  so  much  importance  to  the 
American  people. 

I  am  not  one  of  those,  however,  who 
believe  that  the  way  to  economize  is  to 
deliberately  use  the  meat  ax.  We  have 
a  program  here  under  consideration 
that  has  been  in  effect  since  1945.  It  is 
generally  known  as  the  Hill-Bm-ton  Act. 

Our  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  under  the  leadership 
of  the  late  beloved  Fercy  Friest,  word¬ 
ing  with  Jim  Dolliver,  of  Iowa,  who  was 
in  this  House  for  a  long  time,  reported 
the  first  bill  of  this  kind,  which  later 
became  the  Hill-Burton  program. 

I  would  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
these  12  years  there  has  been  no  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  been  received  with  more 
popular  acclaim,  that  has  provided  for 
a  greater  need,  that  has  contributed 
more  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  our 
people,  than  this  program  for  hospitals. 
It  was  a  sad  record  that  we  had  re¬ 
vealing  insufficient  hospital  facilities 
throughout  this  great  Nation  of  ours  to 
give  some  relief  to  human  suffering. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  No;  not  just  now,  if 
the  gentleman  will  permit  me. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  just  want  to  sub¬ 
scribe  to  what  the  gentleman  is  saying 
and  agree  with  him. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  gentleman  sub¬ 
scribes  and  agrees,  yet  he  reduces  the 
program  by  about  $21  million.  That 
would  reduce  the  long-range  program 
established  by  a  survey  in  every  State 
in  the  Union. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  If  the  gentleman  can 
tell  me  where  one  single  hospital  will 
not  be  built,  then  I  should  agree  with 
him  that  this  amendment  should  not 
be  offered.  Name  just  one  hospital. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  can  cite  the  gentle¬ 
man  hospitals  in  his  own  State  that  will 
not  be  built. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Name  one. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
permit  me,  I  will  cite  the  record. 

Since  this  program  was  established 
with  the  first  appropriation  in  the  fiscal 
year  1948,  the  great  State  of  Louisiana, 
ably  represented  by  him  and  other  dis¬ 
tinguished  Members  of  this  House,  has 
had  a  total  allocation  of  over  $24  million. 
More  than  $23  million  of  Federal  funds 
have  been  expended  in  his  State  for  this 
program.  More  than  10,000  beds  of  a 
general  hospital  program  have  been 
realized  from  this  program.  There  are 
many  projects  pending.  Applications  be¬ 
fore  the  Department  are  pending  to  meet 
the  needs  of  general  hospital  beds.  Of 
your  own  State,  3,444  are  needed. 

This  is  from  a  survey  made  by  his  own 
State  organization.  To  reduce  this  ap¬ 
propriation  by  some  20  percent  would  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  projects  that  could 


4475 

be  approved  in  the  next  fiscal  year  by 
that  amount. 

Now,  with  reference  to  this  so-called 
or  alleged  unobligated  balance,  the  ap¬ 
propriation  under  the  authorization  for 
this  program  is  available  for  obligation 
for  2  years.  It  then  reverts  to  the 
Treasury. 

Let  me  say  here,  that  since  this  pro¬ 
gram  was  inaugurated  $800  million  of 
Federal  funds  has  been  provided.  Local 
sponsors  of  projects  throughout  the 
country  have  in  addition  provided  $1,- 
600,000,000,  a  tremendous  program.  In¬ 
cluded  with  these  projects  are  37  uni¬ 
versity  medical  school  hospitals.  This  is 
where  they  turn  out  doctors  to  adminis¬ 
ter  to  the  sick  and  afflicted. 

Back  to  the  so-called  unobligated 
funds.  It  takes  time  for  a  community 
to  initiate  a  program  and  to  develop  it. 
Now  let  me  explain  the  practical  prob¬ 
lem.  These  programs  are  developed  in 
four  parts:  Fart  1  is  the  initial  approval; 
that  takes  time.  Fart  2  is  the  finance 
plan;  that  requires  more  time.  Fart  3 
is  the  site  acquisition.  This  always  re¬ 
quires  some  time  to  work  out.  Fart  4  is 
for  the  drawing  of  plans,  the  architec¬ 
tural  work,  and  it  is  at  this  stage  when 
the  money  is  obligated.  This  always  re¬ 
quires  1  to  2  years.  Generally,  18  to  20 
months. 

Now  that  should  explain  to  anyone  the 
simplicity  of  the  program  and  that  these 
so-called  unexpended  balances  actually 
do  not  exist.  This  is  so  because  during 
the  course  of  the  year  in  following  the 
procedure  as  to  the  four-part  stages, 
most  of  the  money  is  in  the  process  of 
obligation. 

To  show  that  this  is  true  beyond  any 
doubt,  whatsoever,  is  that  out  of  the 
$800  million  of  Federal  funds  for  this 
program,  in  the  last  12  years,  only  about 
$1  million  has  actually  reverted  to  the 
Treasury. 

Therefore,  the  so-called  unobligated 
balances  which  my  colleagues  have  re¬ 
ferred  to,  have  apparently  been  promised 
to  communities.  The  money  has  been 
allocated  to  the  States  for  this  purpose. 

Furthermore,  make  no  mistake  about 
this,  the  law  does  not  permit  any  funds 
allocated  to  one  State  to  be  transferred 
and  expended  in  another  State.  This 
was  to  insure  each  State  that  it  would 
have  its  full  allocation  under  the 
formula. 

Furthermore,  there  is  a  total  annual 
authorization  of  $150  million  a  year  for 
this  program,  but  the  Congress  has  es¬ 
tablished  an  annual  appropriation  of 
around  $90  million  and  $100  million  for 
the  last  several  years. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Just  a  minute,  now.  I 
do  not  have  much  time  and  I  cannot  get 
an  extension  of  time. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  just  want  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  be  correct,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  think  I  know  some¬ 
thing  about  this  program  and  if  I  am 
wrong  on  any  statement  I  stand  cor¬ 
rected,  but  I  get  the  impression  that  the 
gentleman  offered  his  amendment  to  re¬ 
duce  the  appropriation  simply  for  the 
reason  of  economizing,  without  taking 
into  consideration  the  need  for  the  pro- 
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gram  in  the  vital  interest  of  sick  people. 

That  is  what  we  are  faced  with  here  ■ 
today.  Last  year  we  reduced  the  appro¬ 
priation.  Again  this  year  we  are  re¬ 
ducing  it. 

Every  State  has  a  program  worked  out. 
and  it  is  worked  out  under  a  hospital 
survey  program  within  the  State.  The 
States  which  operate  this  program  are 
depending  upon  the  Congress  meeting 
its  share  so  the  bond  structure  can  be 
made  effective. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  sincerely  appeal  to 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  this  re¬ 
duction  in  this  vital  and  essential  pro¬ 
gram.  Human  suffering  is  of  much 
greater  concern  to  me  than  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  false  economy. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  at  this  point  in 
the  bill  to  make  it  very  clear  that  al¬ 
though  I  have  supported  some  of  the 
cuts  and  will  support  others  I  am  con¬ 
sidering  each  one  on  its  own  merits. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  for  just  one  very 
brief  statement? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
there  are  many  sponsors  of  this  program 
throughout  the  United  States  which  have 
voted  bond  issues?  Their  local  people 
are  for  this  program.  To  reduce  it  as 
is  sought  to  be  done  here  would  further 
nullify  the  action  by  the  voters  for  those 
projects. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct. 

In  making  decisions  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  am  basing  my  judgment  on  the 
implications  of  eveiT  amendment.  These 
paragraphs  in  the  bill  touch  upon  mat¬ 
ters  which  have  been  my  deep  concern 
over  a  long  period  of  years.  At  the 
moment  we  are  considering  among  other 
things  the  building  of  additional  hos¬ 
pitals. 

Can  this  be  done  intelligently  when  no 
one  seems  to  have  an  answer  to  the 
problem  of  how  they  are  to  be  staffed? 
We  do  need  hospitals,  but  we  also  need 
the  nursing  and  medical  staff  for  these 
hospitals  and  clinics  and  rehabilitation 
facilities  and  nursing  homes  which  are 
so  needed  throughout  the  country, 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  yield, 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  would  direct  your 
attention  to  what  I  said  in  my  opening 
statement  that  none  of  these  facilities 
are  cut  at  all  by  this  amendment. 

I  did  not  want  there  to  be  any  confu¬ 
sion  about  that. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  There  is  none,  I  am 
sure,  but  I  am  speaking  generally. 

Wards  in  all  too  many  hospitals  have 
been  closed  because  of  a  lack  of  nurses 
to  care  for  patients  who  should  be  in 
those  beds.  Even  whole  sections  of  cer¬ 
tain  hospitals  cannot  function  because 
of  the  lack  of  personnel.  Beginning 
with  line  21,  on  page  25,  which  has  not 
yet  been  read,  there  is  set  aside  money 
for  various  public  health  needs.  Among 
these  are  additional  funds  for  trainee- 
ships  for  graduate  nurses  to  prepare 


them  for  teaching  posts.  The  shortage 
of  teachers  of  nursing  has  created  a  very 
real  bottleneck  in  the  process  of  increas¬ 
ing  the  number  of  professional  nurses  so 
dramatically  needed  by  our  sick. 

I  am  delighted  to  find  there  are  ade¬ 
quate  funds  in  this  bill  to  continue  that 
program.  If  you  will  read  the  testimony 
given  by  Miss  Arnstein  on  page  613, 
you  will  see  that  she  says: 

As  I  said,  there  are  signs  the  situation  Is 
improving  somewhat.  In  1948  there  were 
32  nurses  per  100  patients  In  our  general 
hospitals.  In  1955  there  were  36.  An  in¬ 
crease  of  4  per  100  patients.  *  *  • 

While  the  professional  nurses — what  we 
call  the  R.  N. — have  been  increasing  slightly, 
the  auxiliaries  have  been  increasing  tre¬ 
mendously,  so  that  we  had  57  nursing  per¬ 
sonnel  per  100  patients  in  1948  and  we  have 
84  nursing  personnel  per  100  patients  in  our 
hospitals  in  1955. 

.But  that  does  not  mean  that  we  have 
an  adequate  number  of  trained  nurses. 
Most  of  the  increases  in  bedside  nursing 
personnel  has  been  in  auxiliaries.  We 
need  them.  We  need  every  one  of  them, 
but  we  also  need  trained  nurses  and 
trained  administrators  and  trained 
supervisors.  The  hospitals  which  are 
said  to  have  benefited  by  this  increase  in 
personnel  are  largely  the  general  hos¬ 
pitals,  not  the  hospitals  for  maternity, 
tuberculosis,  and  psychiatry,  and  so  on. 
While  the  situation  with  respect  to  gen¬ 
eral  hospitals  may  have  improved  slight¬ 
ly,  and  I  certainly  hope  it  has,  we  still 
very  much  need  an  increase  of  technical¬ 
ly  trained  nurses.  Because  I  know  the 
continuing  problems  created  by  nurse 
shortage,  I  am  in  favor  of  the  grants  for 
nurse  traineeships,  which  will  help  open 
the  bottleneck  caused  by  a  dearth  of 
teacher  nurses.  And  because  I  am  in 
favor  of  all  the  hospitals  we  feel  we  can 
build,  I  am  particularly  regretful  that 
during  the  discussions  on  this  b^ll  that 
concerns  itself  with  the  hearts  of  the 
people  of  this  country,  that  has  to  do 
with  the  vital  heart  of  the  life  of  this 
country,  that  there  has  been  intruded 
into  it  so  much  partisan  politics.  It 
has  no  place  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  We  should  not  permit  ourselves  to 
appeal  to  the  baser  elements  in  men  and 
women;  we  should  keep  this  discussion  on 
a  very  high  plane.  Because  such  intru¬ 
sions  militate  very  seriously  not  only 
against  the  prestige  of  the  committee, 
but  also  against  the  best  interests  of  the 
people  of  this  country,  I  cannot  but  pro¬ 
test  the  nature  of  some  of  the  debate  on 
this  bill.  We  have  a  heavy  responsibility, 
Mr.  Chairman,  one  to  which  we  should 
be  giving  the  best  that  is  in  us. 

The  work  of  this  subcommittee  is 
so  outstanding  that  it  should  have  no 
shadow  cast  upon  it. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  first  like  to 
compliment  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio 
[Mrs.  Bolton]  on  her  remarks  on  this 
amendment.  It  may  be  that  some  of 
you  do  not  know  that  she  has  had  long 
experience  in  this  field,  and  I  think  we 
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would  do  well  to  listen  to  what  she  has 
said. 

I  am  no  expert  on  hospitals,  but  in  the 
past  week  I  have  had  occasion  to  visit 
one  several  times  where  my  father  was  a 
patient.  Every  time  I  went  through  I 
had  to  walk  around  three  corridors, 
thread  my  way  through  a  narrow  pas¬ 
sage  to  get  to  the  end  of  the  corridor 
where  he  was  lying  ill.  And  why  did  I 
have  to  thread  my  way?  Because  the 
hallways  of  that  hospital  had  beds  end 
to  end,  and  they  were  not  empty  beds, 
they  were  beds  with  patients  in  them. 

If  this  amendment  is  going  to  do  any¬ 
thing  to  slow  down  the  hospital  building 
program  now,  next  year,  or  the  year 
after,  then  I  say  we  should  proceed  very 
cautiously  in  doing  it.  I  talked  to  some 
of  the  nurses  in  that  hospital  and  they 
said:  “We  could  do  a  better  job  for  more 
patients  if  we  had  the  necessary  number 
of  rooms  to  put  them  in  and  could  get 
them  out  of  the  hallways  where  it  is 
almost  impossible  to  give  them  the  kind 
of  treatment  that  they  need.” 

We  defeated  an  amendment  here  a 
little  while  ago  for  the  treatment  of 
stream  pollution.  I  heard  people  say 
yesterday  that  some  cities  have  built 
their  own  treatment  plants;  why  does 
not  everyone  do  it? 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  correction? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  amendment  was 
carried.  It  was  not  defeated. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  meant  the 
money  was  stricken  out  of  the  bill.  The 
amendment  carried. 

Some  of  these  cities  do  have  their 
own  sewage  treatment  plants.  Cincin¬ 
nati  on  the  Ohio  River  was  mentioned  as 
using  the  water  out  of  the  Ohio  into 
which  smaller  cities  up  the  river  are 
dumping  untreated  sewage.  I  pointed 
out  in  a  private  conversation  on  the 
floor  that  it  costs  almost  as  much  for 
a  city  of  5,000  to  build  a  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  plant  as  it  does  for  a  city  of  100,000. 
The  only  difference  is,  the  small  city 
cannot  bond  its  people  for  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  that  money.  I  realize  it  costs 
more  for  a  larger  city,  but  the  basic  ele¬ 
ments,  the  architect’s  plans  and  aU  of 
that  are  just  the  same  almost  regardless 
of  the  size  of  the  city.  Some  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  larger  cities  are  not  doing 
themselves  any  service  when  they  pro¬ 
hibit  the  smaller  towns  and  cities  from 
building  sewage  disposal  plants  and  al¬ 
lowing  them  to  continue  to  pollute  the 
river. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  fi-om  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  if  I  thought  that  my 
amendment  would  deprive  this  Nation’s 
sick  of  one  single  hospital  bed  I  would 
not  have  offered  the  amendment.  I  am 
strictly  in  accord  with  the  Hill-Burton 
program.  I  believe  it  is  a  magnificent 
program.  This  amendment  of  mine 
merely  puts  in  order  certain  necessary 
economies. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman, 
1  am  sure,  is  sincere  and  I  hesitate  to  op¬ 
pose  him,  but  it  seems  to  me  the  logic 
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of  his  argument  boils  down  to  this :  The 
Hill-Burton  program  is  a  fine  program, 
let  us  cut  it. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Oh,  no;  I  am  not  cut¬ 
ting  the  program. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  do  not  know 
how  the  cutting  of  $21  million  would 
affect  the  program.  I  am  not  a  mathe¬ 
matician.  If  the  gentleman  wants  to 
talk  about  the  garden  variety  mathema¬ 
tician,  I  think  I  can  qualify.  I  know  one 
thing,  the  cutting  of  $21  million  out  of 
a  construction  program  is  not  going  to 
get  more  hospitals  built. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  They  would  still  have 
$86  million  of  unobligated  funds. 

Mr.  PRICE.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  that 
this  does  not  cut  the  amount  he  sets 
forth  in  his  amendment,  but  3  times  that 
amount  because  this  is  a  matching  fund, 
one-third  by  the  Federal  Government, 
one-third  by  the  States,  and  one-third 
by  the  local  hospitals. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  These  funds  have  not 
been  matched  yet. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  realize  that. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  If  it  does  not 
stop  the  building  of  any  hospital  rooms, 
how  is  it  going  to  save  money? 

Mr.  HEBERT.  It  is  going  to  save  the 
money  which  we  appropriate  this  year 
and  which  is  being  utilized. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  If  it  is  not 
being  spent  it  would  not  be  saving  any¬ 
thing. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  num¬ 
ber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  anyone 
wants  to  cripple  the  hospital  program, 
but  this  problem  of  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  carried  over  year  by  year  is  rather 
silly  bookkeeping.  Here  is  a  situation 
where  you  have  $80  million  appropriated 
for  this  purpose  and  unexpended  be¬ 
cause  they  have  not  been  able  to  get 
enough  calls  to  consume  the  total.  That 
$80  million  will  go  on  to  next  year.  In 
connection  with  the  armed  services  we 
have  I  do  not  know  how  many  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  of  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances.  In  foreign  aid  you  have  the  same 
situation  of  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  unexpended  balances.  Why  do 
we  not  use  the  unexpended  balances  and 
help  balance  the  budget  for  1958?  That 
is  what  I  cannot  understand. 

Now,  we  have  had  so  much  sobbing 
and  weeping  and  wailing  about  this  bill. 
Every  time  anybody  has  undertaken  to 
cut  out  anything  in  this  bill  somebody 
has  gotten  up  and  said,  “If  you  do  this 
thing  you  will  cut  the  heart  out  of  this 
bill.”  I  never  saw  an  animal  with  as 
many  hearts  as  this  bill  appears  to  have, 
because  there  has  not  been  a  single 
thing  that  you  cut  out  of  here  that  you 
did  not  take  out  one  heart  at  least. 

Now  I  think  it  is  about  time  we  got 
down  to  business  on  this  bill.  We  have 
had  everything  from  holding  out  the  tin 
cup  and  taking  pennies  away  from  a 
blind  man  when  somebody  wanted  to 
cut  out  some  unnecessary  expenditure. 
Then  we  have  had  the  hospital  thing. 
They  said  somebody  is  going  to  be  de¬ 
prived  of  some  bed,  when  they  have  some 
$80  million  laying  around  waiting. 


Now,  Is  it  not  about  time  for  us  to  dry 
our  tears,  wipe  away  our  tears  and  do 
what  we  are  supposed  to  do  here,  sit 
down  and  look  at  this  thing  from  a  com- 
monsense  standpoint  and  stop  appro¬ 
priating  unnecessary  funds? 

For  instance,  I  had  a  questionnaire 
this  morning  sent  me  by  a  disgusted  Re¬ 
publican  from  Ohio.  It  was  4  pages  and 
contained  at  least  100  questions,  which 
asked  the  fellow  how  many  cigarettes 
he  smoked  a  day,  whether  he  smoked 
cigarettes,  did  he  smoke  cigars  or  a 
pipe,  did  he  chew  tobacco,  or  did  he  take 
snuff.  And  all  through  that  were  ques¬ 
tions,  how  old  were  you  when  you  started 
smoking?  How  old  were  you  when  you 
stopped  smoking?  How  many  cigarettes 
do  you  smoke  a  day?  Now,  that  sounds 
like  a  little  old  thing  to  talk  about,  but 
after  all,  when  you  add  up  all  the  time 
it  took  to  make  those  questionnaires  out 
or  the  time  it  took  to  send  them  out, 
all  the  postage  it  took  and  all  the  post¬ 
age  it  took  to  get  them  back,  and  then 
all  the  time  of  this  billion  dollars  a 
month  worth  of  Federal  employees  it 
took  and  whatever  use  is  going  to  be 
made  of  those  questionnaires,  it  adds  up 
to  a  lot  of  money. 

Now,  we  have  been  accused — what 
was  that  word  the  Pi'esident  used  the 
other  day  when  we  cut  little  amounts 
out  of  this  program — that  we  were  being 
fatuous.  Well,  I  did  not  look  that  up  in 
the  dictionary,  but  I  do  not  think  it  was 
meant  to  be  complimentary  to  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Now,  if  we  make 
a  broadside  cut  of  10  percent,  as  some¬ 
body  has  suggested,  then  we  are  using 
the  meat  ax,  of  course;  if  we  try  to  do 
it  the  only  way  we  can,  the  common 
sense  way,  in  connection  with  unobli¬ 
gated  appropriations,  we  are  accused 
of  being  fatuous.  Now,  you  can  pay 
your  money  and  take  your  choice,  but 
just  let  us  use  a  little  common  sense  and 
not  pile  up  this  money  in  these  bureaus 
and  invite  them  to  spend  more  than 
they  need  and  more  than  the  country 
can  afford. 

If  you  have  tears  to  shed,  save  a  few 
of  them  for  the  American  taxpayer — 
the  forgotten  man. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hesitate  to  rise  and 
speak  on  this  amendment,  but  I  have 
some  knowledge  of  hospitals  and  the 
health  of  this  country,  and  I  have  a  vital 
interest  in  it. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  tried  to  get  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  to  yield,  be¬ 
cause  I  have  a  genuine  desire  to  do  what 
he  suggested,  and  that  is  to  do  something 
about  this  military  budget.  But  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  or 
anybody  else  thinks  that  if  we  offer  some 
amendments  to  cut  the  military  budget — 
and  remember,  that  is  where  two-thirds 
of  this  spending  is — we  will  have  very  lit¬ 
tle  of  a  chance  of  getting  anybody  to 
walk  through  the  aisles  on  a  teller  vote 
to  cut  where  the  real  cut  can  be  effected. 

I  walked  out  of  this  building  the  other 
day  when  the  temperature  was  70,  and 


there  was  a  Chevrolet  car  out  there,  an 
Army  car,  with  a  sergeant  sitting  in  it, 
with  the  motor  running.  And  I  assumed 
it  was  not  to  keep  warm.  And  I  just 
said  to  him,  “What  is  the  motor  running 
for?”  He  said,  “Well,  I  want  to  be  ready 
to  go  when  the  general  comes.”  Now,  if 
you  have  20  of  them  sitting  around  with 
the  motor  running,  I  do  not  know  how 
many  gallons  of  gas  they  will  burn  an 
hour,  but  it  will  amount  to  a  considerable 
sum  at  the  end  of  the  year.  But  I  won¬ 
der  if  anybody  is  going  to  help  us  cut 
that  budget. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Because  my 
name  has  been  mentioned  by  my  good 
friend  from  Ohio,  I  want  to  say  that 
when  the  time  comes  to  cut  the  military 
budget,  wherever  there  is  a  dollar  pro¬ 
posed  that  I  think  is  unnecessary  to  the 
defense  of  this  country,  I  will  vote  for  it, 
and  I  will  vote  for  it  on  any  other  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
rose  to  say  is  this :  In  my  State  they  have 
been  appropriating  money  for  the  last 
few  years  to  survey  a  dry  canal.  They 
say  they  are  going  to  improve  naviga¬ 
tion.  They  are  going  to  make  a  canal 
200  miles  long  right  alongside  a  river. 
They  are  going  to  pump  the  water  out 
of  the  river  in  order  to  make  the  canal 
navigable.  And  it  is  going  to  cost  this 
Government  and  local  interests  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $200  million  before  they 
are  through  with  it.  I  am  going  to  op¬ 
pose  that.  When  the  time  comes  to  vote 
on  that  bill — and  you  vote  it  up  every 
time;  you  gave  them  $250,000  the  year 
before  last  and  $150,000  last  year — I  am 
just  wondering  how  many  of  you  will  vote 
to  cut  that  out.  And  if  you  will,  it  will 
help  to  balance  the  budget  so  that  we 
may  go  ahead  and  build  some  hospitals, 
which  we  need  and  quit  fooling  around 
with  the  health  of  our  people. 

We  have  plenty  of  places  where  we 
can  cut,  if  we  want  to.  We  can  cut 
out  the  entire  foreign  aid  appropria¬ 
tion  and  it  will  not  hurt  a  soul  in  the 
entire  United  States  of  America.  There 
is  enough  money  in  their  pipeline  to 
operate  for  3  years  without  any  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation.  Think  that  over. 
I  will  be  here  when  the  time  comes,  when 
both  those  bills  come  to  the  floor. 

To  think  of  the  number  of  useless 
appropriations  that  this  Congress  votes 
for  like  the  one  I  just  mentioned  and 
the  thousands  of  people  on  the  pay¬ 
roll  that  are  useless  to  our  Government, 
it  is  frightening  to  me  to  see  the  Con¬ 
gress  go  on  a  cutting  spree  and  cut 
the  heart  out  of  a  program  which  means 
so  much  to  the  health  and  welfare  of 
all  our  people.  There  are  those  who 
wish  to  cut  the  entire  pollution  program 
out — a  thing  that  endangers  the  health 
of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  in 
this  great  land  of  ours  and  renders  many 
of  our  beautiful  streams  useless  for  water 
for  domestic  purposes  or  for  recreation¬ 
al  purposes.  Right  here  in  Washington, 
the  beautiful  Potomac  River  is  so  pol¬ 
luted  that  our  experts  tell  us  that  it  will 
require  many  years  of  study  and  hard 
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■work  before  we  can  relieve  it  in  any  ap¬ 
preciable  measure. 

In  my  home  State  and  in  my  district, 
we  have  some  beautiful  streams,  one  of 
them  at  one  time  was  voted  the  most 
beautiful  river  in  the  world,  Ouchita 
River.  Today  these  streams  are  so  badly 
polluted  that  the  fish  have  died.  The 
water  has  become  so  salty  that  the  salt¬ 
water  fish  have  come  in  and  taken  over 
and  the  thousands  of  fine  fresh-water 
fish  are  almost  extinct.  Let  us  stop,  look, 
and  listen  before  we  start  cutting  the 
health  and  welfare  program.  As  I  said 
before  and  I  now  repeat,  we  can  cut  off 
billions  of  dollars  that  will  not  affect 
any  program  in  this  great  land  of  ours 
and  I  expect  to  watch  for  some  of  these 
bills  and  when  they  come  to  the  floor 
of  the  House,  I  am  going  to  call  Con¬ 
gress’  attention  to  them  and  see  how 
many  of  you  economy  minded  Members 
will  join  me  in  making  cuts  where  they 
should  be  made. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
■unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes,  the  last  5 
minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Johansen]. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  direct  the  attention  of  the 
committee,  and  particularly  that  of  my 
good  friend,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Manpower  Utilization  Subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee,  to  a  statement  appearing  on 
the  news  ticker,  quoting  the  President 
as  saying,  in  his  press  conference  this 
morning,  in  response  to  a  question,  that 
it  would  be  possible  to  cut  Federal  per¬ 
sonnel  a  great  deal  without  the  operation 
of  the  Government  suffering  unduly. 

Since  that  is  one  of  the  pm-poses  of 
many  of  these  amendments,  and  has  been 
the  constant  purpose  of  the  Manpower 
Utilization  Subcommittee  under  the  able 
chairmanship  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Davis],  I  suggest  that  we 
on  the  subcommittee  proceed  to  the  task 
of  cooperating  with  the  President  on  that 
score. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Price]. 

(Mr.  PRICE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  despite 
protestations  to  the  contrary  the  amend- 
mend  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  substantially  reducing  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  grants  for  hospital  con¬ 
struction  will  result  in  a  reduction  of  the 
number  of  hospital  beds  to  be  provided 
in  the  United  States  in  the  next  2  years. 
The  shortage  of  hospital  beds  is  already 
a  national  scandal.  There  is  not  a  State 
in  the  Union  where  this  shortage  is  not 
a  serious  problem. 

The  Hill-Burton  Act  Is  one  of  Con¬ 
gress’  finest  contributions  to  our  national 
■welfare.  At  the  time  of  its  considera¬ 
tion  in  Congress  it  had  almost  unani¬ 


mous  approval.  Yet  Congress  has  never 
fully  implemented  the  act  by  the  origi¬ 
nal  programed  appropriations  deemed 
necessary  to  cope  with  the  problem  the 
legislation  seeks  to  solve.  The  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  would  further  reduce  the  good 
effect  of  this  important  program. 

Each  Member  of  Congress  can  speak 
best  for  the  needs  in  his  own  area.  I 
can  attest  to  serious  shortage  of  hos¬ 
pital  beds  in  the  St.  Clair-Madison 
County  area  of  Illinois.  An  addition  to 
facilities  at  St.  Elizabeth’s  Hospital  in 
Granite  City  will  help  the  partially  solve 
the  local  problem,  but  without  Hill- 
Burton  aid  this  progress  will  not  be 
possible. 

St.  Elizabeth’s  has  patiently  waited 
several  years  for  a  Federal  allocation  to 
assist  in  financing  its  construction  pro- 
gi’am.  St.  Elizabeth’s  will  expand  from 
a  100-bed  hospital  to  200  beds  to  service 
an  industrial  area  of  75,000.  It  is  the 
only  hospital  in  the  community. 

The  Federal  program  will  provide 
$650,000  toward  a  total  building  cost  of 
$2,750,000.  Let  us  not  endanger  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  this  hospital-construction  pro¬ 
gram  by  reducing  appropriation  to  im¬ 
plement  the  Hill-Burton  Act.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  worthy  of  our  support.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  defeat  the  Hebert 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  does 
not  make  any  difference  how  good  a  pro¬ 
gram  is,  it  is  not  good  judgment,  nor  is 
it  good  financing  to  appropriate  more 
money  than  can  be  intelligently  and  ef¬ 
fectively  used,  and  just  have  it  kicking 
around  on  the  books.  I  have  heard  three 
different  stories,  and  I  do  not  know 
which  one  is  the  latest,  of  the  amount 
of  the  unobligated  balance  here.  One 
is  $86  million;  another  $90  million;  an¬ 
other  $96  million.  That  is  the  amount 
that  will  be  unobligated  at  the  end  of 
the  year.  If  you  add  any  one  of  those 
amounts  to  the  $100  million  that  would 
be  carried  if  this  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  they  will  have  much  more  money 
than  they  can  possibly  use.  Why  should 
we  be  so  profiigate  that  we  would  set  up 
money  that  could  not  possibly  be  used 
and  that  is  not  necessary  at  this  time? 
I  do  not  think  it  is  good  business  or  good 
policy,  either. 

Mr.  FCXJARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  may  desire  to  do  so  may  extend 
their  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
on  the  pending  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McGovern.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
Friday  I  reminded  the  House  that  in 
spite  of  current  indications  that  economy 
has  become  “the  chief  end  of  man,’’  Bib¬ 
lical  teaching  holds  that  charity,  not 
economy,  is  considered  the  greatest 
virtue. 

On  Monday  one  of  the  able  gentlemen 
of  the  committee  took  issue  with  this  in¬ 
terpretation  and  suggested  that  nowhere 
in  the  Scriptures  can  we  find  evidence 
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that  a  trustee  should  be  charitable  with 
other  people’s  money.  Now,  I  make  no 
claim  to  Biblical  scholarship,  but  I  must 
remind  the  gentleman  that  in  one  of  the 
great  parables  the  slothful  servant  is 
rebuked  because  he  buried  his  talent  in 
the  ground  rather  than  investing  the 
talent  entrusted  to  him  in  a  constructive 
enterprise. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  men  and  wom¬ 
en  who  elect  us  to  high  oflQce  do  so  with 
the  expectation  that  we  will  not  bury 
their  tax  funds  in  the  ground,  but  will 
invest  those  funds  in  enterprises  that 
bring  the  greatest  possible  benefit  to  the 
greatest  number  of  people. 

I  have  a  very  simple  political  philoso¬ 
phy  which  hold  that  life,  liberty,  and 
the  pm-suit  of  happiness  continue  to  be 
the  great  goals  of  the  American  people. 
It  is  because  of  this  conviction  that  I 
object  to  some  of  the  economy  proposals 
that  have  been  made  in  recent  days. 

Every  good  citizen  is  in  favor  of  econ¬ 
omy.  What  disturbs ,  me  is  that  some 
gentlemen  seek  economy  by  crippling 
vital  public  programs  essential  to  the 
health  and  the  well-being  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people.  I  object  to  the  kind  of  econ¬ 
omy  moves  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  described  as  fatuous 
and  foolish. 

I  join  with  the  President  and  the  cour¬ 
ageous  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]  in  deploring  shortsighted 
moves  that  save  a  few  dollars  now,  but 
result  eventually  in  tragic  losses — both 
financial  and  human.  I  only  wish  that 
the  President  would  fight  as  hard  to 
save  modern  republicanism  as  has  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

There  is  no  true  economy  in  the  kind 
of  action  which  the  House  took  last  week 
to  curtail  the  Pure  Pood  and  Dinig  Ad¬ 
ministration  efforts  to  safeguard  the 
American  people  against  harmful  drugs 
or  foodstuffs. 

There  is  no  true  economy  in  the  ac¬ 
tion  we  have  just  taken  to  curtail  efforts 
to  save  our  streams  from  contamination. 

There  is  no  true  economy  in  the  pro¬ 
posal  now  before  us  to  curtail  hospital 
construction  and  desperately  needed 
hospital  and  nursing  personnel. 

There  is  no  economy  in  curtailing  the 
modest  requests  for  research  involving 
such  tragic  diseases  as  cancer,  arthritis, 
heart  disease,  and  mental  illness. 

As  things  now  stand  1  out  of  7  Ameri¬ 
cans  will  suffer  and  die  from  this  ter¬ 
rible  scourge.  If  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  were  a  typical  cross  section  of 
America,  62  of  the  435  Members  of  the 
House  who  now  sit  in  this  body  would 
die  from  cancer.  The  annual  hospital 
bill  alone  of  those  suffering  from  cancer 
totals  $300,000.  Yet,  gentlemen  talk 
about  saving  money  by  cutting  efforts 
of  our  Government  to  bring  this  relent¬ 
less  killer  under  control. 

Believing  firmly  in  Federal  economy, 
I  would,  nevertheless,  rather  go  down 
to  political  defeat  than  cut  one  dollar 
from  a  medical-research  program  that 
might  someday  save  the  life  of  one  of 
my  children,  or  the  life  of  any  one  of  the 
thousands  of  Americans  who  are  destined 
to  fall  victim  to  cancer. 

With  10  million  Americans  afflicted 
with  heart  disease,  with  another  10  mil- 
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lion  suffering  from  arthritis,  with  1  out 
of  7  of  us  marked  as  cancer  victims, 
with  one  out  of  each  dozen  children 
born  this  year  needing  institutional  care 
for  mental  illness  at  some  time  during 
his  life,  how  can  we  honestly  begrudge 
the  meager  Federal  investment  in  medi¬ 
cal  research. 

It  is  significant  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  spent  in  1955  for  research 
on  plant  and  animal  diseases  $10  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  the  United  States  Public 
Health  Service  devoted  to  research  for 
all  four  of  the  deadly  human  diseases 
I  have  just  mentioned. 

I  am  completely  in  favor  of  research  in 
the  field  of  plant  and  animal  diseases. 
I  only  ask  that  we  do  not  reverse  the 
action  of  the  last  Congress  which  dem¬ 
onstrated  at  least  as  much  concern  for 
the  afiBictions  of  men,  women,  and  chil¬ 
dren  as  for  the  alHictions  of  the  potato 
and  the  pig. 

Modest  as  it  has  been,  there  is  no 
denying  the  fact  that  research  stimu¬ 
lated  by  World  War  II  has  already  paid 
rich  dividends  in  terms  of  a  healthier 
America. 

Between  1944  and  1952,  we  cut  in  half 
deaths  from  pneumonia,  kidney  diseases, 
TB,  and  syphilis;  influenza  fatalities 
were  cut  three-fourths;  deaths  from  ap¬ 
pendicitis  and  rheumatic  fever  were  re¬ 
duced  by  two-thirds.  All  in  all,  during 
this  8-year  period,  we  added  another  5 
years  to  the  life  span  of  the  American 
citizen. 

When  we  talk  about  hashing  the 
budget,  we  must  never  forget  that  the 
major  portion  of  our  budget  is  devoted, 
not  to  welfare  measures,  but  to  military 
defense  and  the  cost  of  past  wars.  It  is 
in  this  area  primarily  that  any  substan¬ 
tial  cuts  in  Federal  spending  will  have  to 
be  made. 

Programs  that  fall  within  the  classi¬ 
fication  of  “health,  education,  and  wel¬ 
fare”  are,  indeed,  a  comparatively  minor 
part  of  our  total  budget. 

In  their  book.  Ethics  in  a  Business 
Society,  Marquis  Childs  and  Douglass 
Cater  cite  the  following  facts: 

In  1950  the  richest  nation  of  the  world 
spent  less  than  5  cents  of  each  Federal  tax 
dollar  for  public  .  assistance  for  widows, 
orphans,  the  aged,  and  the  blind,  to  help 
educate  the  Nation’s  youth,  rehabilitate  the 
handicapped,  eradicate  slums,  erect  lov/-rent 
public  housing,  improve  the  people’s  health, 
meet  the  cost  of  all  national  parks,  museums 
and  libraries,  and  support  the  national 
school-lunch  program.  *  »  *  To  pay  for 
them  Uncle  Sam  collected  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  national  Income  in  fiscal  1950.  For  the 
Nation  as  a  whole,  our  use  of  public  funds, 
local.  State,  and  Federal — ^for  health,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  assistance  to  the  needy — amounts 
to  two-thirds  of  our  spending  on  liquor  and 
tobacco. 

We  need,  once  in  awhile,  to  take  a 
look  at  our  scale  of  values,  both  as  in¬ 
dividuals  and  as  a  nation.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  when  it  comes  to  our  Fed¬ 
eral  budget.  Some  of  the  same  gentle¬ 
men  who  have  attacked  medical  research 
programs,  have  attacked  the  Rural  Li¬ 
brary  Services  Act  on  the  twin  grounds 
that  it  would  cost  too  much  money  or  is  a 
function  that  should  be  provided  by  the 
States. 


Permit  me  to  say  that  the  people  of 
my  great  State  of  South  Dakota  are  as 
economy  minded  as  those  of  any  of  the 
48  States  and  they  do  not  favor  unneces¬ 
sary  extension  of  Federal  power.  But 
when  I  asked  my  fellow  South  Dakotans 
to  give  me  the  high  privilege  of  repre¬ 
senting  them  in  the  Congress,  I  stated 
very  clearly  my  firm  conviction  that  this 
Government  has  a  continuous  responsi¬ 
bility  to  assist  programs  that  are  in  the 
interest  of  a  be,tter  America.  Such  a  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  Rural  Library  Services  Act. 

Thomas  Jefferson,  the  author  of  the 
Declaration  of  Independence,  talked  with 
deep  conviction  about  the  necessity  of 
“the  diffusion  of  knowledge”  among  the 
citizens  of  a  democracy.  How  better  can 
we  promote  “the  diffusion  of  knowledge” 
than  through  the  rural,  traveling  library 
service?  I  know  that  South  Dakotans 
expect  the  Congress  to  use  its  powers  to 
stabilize  farm  prices  at  a  fair  level.  I  am 
equally  confident  that  the  people  of  my 
State  want  the  Congress  to  move  on  a 
modest  scale  to  bring  the  blessings  of 
good  books  to  farm  boys  and  girls.  The 
minds  of  our  children  are  certainly  as 
vital  to  us  as  the  very  important  matter 
of  fair  farm  prices.  I  am  not  afraid  to 
go  on  record  in  favor  of  a  low-cost, 
modest  program  that  has  for  its  purpose 
“the  diffusion  of  knowledge.” 

Economy  in  government?  Yes,  I  favor 
that,  and  I  will  work  tirelessly  for  it. 

But  what  are  we  to  say  of  ceremonious 
slashes  in  the  budget  now  that  later  on 
may  blight  the  health,  the  happiness,  and 
the  dignity  of  many  thousands  of  Ameri¬ 
cans?  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  never  go 
along  with  that  false  kind  of  economy. 
To  do  so  would  be  to  betray  my  con¬ 
science  as  a  citizen,  as  a  parent,  and  as  a 
public  servant. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
was  quite  disturbed  yesterday  by  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Halleck]  to  the  effect  that  a  pro¬ 
gram,  no  matter  how  much  it  has  to 
recommend  it,  should  be  terminated  for 
the  present  since  the  country  has  such 
great  national  defense  demands. 

I  am  fully  aware  of  the  economic  rea¬ 
sons  to  cut  the  Federal  budget,  particu¬ 
larly  when  there  is  waste  involved.  I 
am  a  firm  believer  in  having  Congress 
review  most  carefully  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  which  the  Executive  brings  before 
us,  and  in  this  connection  desire  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  for  a  very 
fine  job. 

But  I  most  strongly  deplore  a 
philosophy  which  totally  disregards 
human  values  for  the  sake  of  Govern¬ 
ment  economy.  We  have  long  recognized 
that  there  are  certain  programs  which 
our  local  governments  cannot  carry  on 
without  Federal  assistance.  And  when  it 
comes  to  programs  dealing  with  health  or 
education,  we  cannot  afford  to  sit  back 
and  wait.  Children  are  children  for  only 
a  certain  period  of  time,  and  disease  can 
easily  lead  to  a  national  catastrophe.  I 
find  it  hard  to  believe  that  anyone  would 
place  States  rights  ahead  of  human 
rights. 
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I  believe  in  the  most  careful  analysis 
of  appropriations  bills,  particularly  in 
the  military  defense  field.  But  I  am  not 
willing  to  make  indiscriminate  cuts,  par¬ 
ticularly  when  this  deprives  our  people 
of  services  that  mean  so  much  to  them. 
It  is  my  hope  that  when  items  are  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  budget,  that  we  consider 
the  value  of  the  program  first  before  we 
apply  the  general  principle  of  economy. 
We  should  think  long  and  hard  before  we 
sweep  aside  the  studied  recommendations 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Finally,  I  believe  all  of  the  people  are 
well  aware  that  these  programs  cost 
money.  And  yet  they  also  know  many  of 
these  problems  have  been  getting  worse 
from  year  to  year  and  that  we  have  been 
wasting  both  our  natural  and  our  human 
resources.  Unless  we  tackle  some  of 
these  problems,  and  tackle  them  hard, 
this  country  will  be  in  serious  trouble  in 
a  few  years.  Money  spent  today  in  many 
of  these  areas  is  an  investment  that  will 
pay  us  back  many  fold  in  the  future.  Too 
many  Members  of  this  House  want  to  sit 
on  States  rights  rather  than  do  some¬ 
thing  with  them.  Federal  grants-in-aid 
help  activate  States  rights  and  spur  lo¬ 
calities  to  action.  And  action  is  needed 
if  we  are  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  people 
and  avoid  costly  effects  on  the  future. 
This  amendment  is  certainly  a  glaring 
example  of  pure  folly.  I  hope  it  wiU  be 
defeated  and  if  not  when  we  meet  the 
issue  again  in  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
history  of  this  legislation  is  that  the  au¬ 
thorizing  bill  was  passed  in  1946  under 
the  leadership  of  Senator  Hill  and 
former  Senator  Burton,  who  is  now  a  Jus¬ 
tice  of  the  Supreme  Court.  This  is  called 
the  Hill-Burton  Act.  The  first  appro¬ 
priation  was  made  in  1948.  The  full 
authorization,  for  which  we  voted  unani¬ 
mously  here  in  the  House,  without  one 
vote  against  it  is  $150,000,000  for  the 
original  features  of  the  act.  We  voted 
unanimously  here  to  extend  this  act  on 
2  or  3  occasions,  and  by  unanimous  vote 
we  expanded  the  act  and  increased  the 
authorization  to  $210  million  not  the 
$121  million  we  have  before  you  now. 
The  $121  million  we  have  in  the  bill  is 
$3,800,000  less  than  we  had  last  year. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  has 
consistently  said  that  this  will  not  cut 
out  one  hospital  bed.  Someone  gave  him 
the  answer  a  moment  ago.  If  you  are 
going  to  cut  $21  million  from  this  bill 
you  are  certainly  going  to  cut  out  hos¬ 
pital  beds  because  the  money  cannot  be 
expended  for  any  other  purpose. 

What  is  the  story  about  the  unobli¬ 
gated  balances?  There  is  $80  million 
unobligated  now  out  of  $250  million,  be¬ 
cause  when  this  act  was  passed  in  1946 
they  allowed  the  obligation  of  these  funds 
to  run  for  2  years  because  it  takes  time 
for  the  communities  to  plan  these  build¬ 
ings. 

What  is  the  history  of  these  unobli¬ 
gated  balances?  We  have  appropriated 
since  1948  over  $900  million  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  only  $1  million,  only  $1  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  almost  a  billion  dollars,  has 
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been  turned  back  into  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury,  because  it  was  not  obligated  by  the 
end  of  the  2 -year  period  provided  in  the 
basic  law.  Is  that  cause  for  us  to  get 
alarmed  by  an  unobligated  balance  of 
$80  million  now,  when  the  record  shows 
despite  anything  that  has  been  said  on 
this  amendment  that  out  of  over  $900 
million  we  have  appropriated,  only  $1 
million  has  not  been  used? 

I  will  say  to  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Louisiana  that  Louisiana  is  one  of 
the  States  that  has  taken  advantage  of 
this  program  100  percent.  What  are  the 
needs  down  there  now?  Are  you  taking 
care  of  the  needs?  You  still  have  a  25- 
percent  deficit  in  the  needed  bed  capac¬ 
ity  in  the  State  of  Louisiana.  When  the 
gentleman  offers  this  amendment  to  cut 
$21  million  from  this  bill,  he  is  hurting 
his  own  State. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  the  record  shows : 
You  have  already  received,  under  this 
program,  $25  million  of  Federal  funds 
to  help  build  needed  beds  in  the  State 
of  Louisiana.  In  Louisiana  now  you  have 
a  deficit  of  3,500  general  hospital  beds. 
That  is  what  you  need  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana  in  order  to  meet  decent  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  care  of  your  people. 

As  far  as  unobligated  balances  are 
concerned,  you  have  $400,000  of  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  in  Louisiana,  but  over  the 
period  of  10  years  not  one  single  dollar 
has  been  turned  back  by  the  State  of 
Louisiana. 

You  are  not  only  hurting  your  own 
State,  you  are  hurting  the  entire  pro¬ 
gram.  I  do  not  care  what  you  say  or 
anybody  else  says,  when  you  cut  $21  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  this  program  you  are  denying 
the  building  of  beds  that  are  needed  now. 

What  is  the  overall  need?  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  there  is  a  deficit  of  850,000 
beds  in  this  country.  Do  you  know  how 
many  beds  this  appropriation  will  build 
in  1958?  Fifteen  thousand.  Private  in¬ 
terests  will  build  maybe  30,000.  That  is 
45,000.  But  we  need  because  of  the  in¬ 
crease  in  population  and  obsolescence  a 
minimum  of  hospital  facilities  for  55,000 
more  beds  this  year  just  to  keep  from 
falling  further  behind.  So  with  all  that 
is  being  done  with  the  full  amount  that 
we  have  allowed  plus  all  the  private 
money  that  will  be  put  into  the  building 
of  hospitals,  we  are  still  going  to  have 
an  increase  in  the  deficit  because  of  pop¬ 
ulation  and  obsolescence  of  10,000  beds 
in  1958.  You  are  trying  to  make  the 
situation  worse  by  this  amendment.  If 
there  is  any  section  of  the  country  that 
has  benefited  most  as  a  result  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  it  is  the  South,  especially  the  rural 
areas,  because  most  of  these  buildings 
and  facilities  have  been  built  in  rural 
areas  and  towns  with  less  than  5,000 
population. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this  amendment 
is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has 
expired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Hebert]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hebert)  there 
were— ayes  85,  noes  107. 


Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Hebert  and 
Mr.  Fogarty. 

The  Committee  again  divided  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
106,  noes  126. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Felly  :  Page  25, 
before  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  17, 
insert  the  following:  "Provided  further. 
That  no  project  shall  be  constructed  in  whole 
or  in  part  with  funds  appropriated  by  this 
paragraph  unless  the  application  filed  under 
section  625  or  section  654  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  with  respect  to  the  project 
Includes  assurances  that  upon  its  completion 
its  services  and  facilities  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  without  distinction  on  the  basis  of 
race.” 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  funds 
provided  in  this  bill,  H.  R.  6287,  for 
grants  to  States  for  hospitals  and  related 
facilities  are  administered,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  under  the  laws  of  the  respective 
States  where  the  projects  are  to  be  con¬ 
structed.  I  have  no  quarrel  with  keep¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Government  out  of  local 
affairs,  but  I  do  not  approve  of  Federal 
money  going  into  projects  which  will  not 
be  used  in  conformity  with  the  law  of  the 
land. 

A  few  days  ago  when  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency  was  under  consideration  here  in 
this  chamber  I  asked  a  Member  of  the 
Committee  if  the  Federal  Government 
was  lending  funds  for  construction  of 
college  buildings  to  educational  institu¬ 
tions  where  there  is  discrimination  on 
account  of  race.  I  was  unsuccessful  in 
getting  the  information,  but  I  believe 
the  answer  in  that  case  is  that  the  policy 
can  be  controlled  by  the  agency  itself 
and  executive  action,  I  am  pursuing 
that  matter  further. 

Meanwhile,  however,  in  the  so-called 
Hill-Burton  program  to  help  meet  the 
shortage  of  hospital  beds,  the  only 
method  of  controlling  the  discriminatory 
aspects  of  matching  grant  projects  such 
as  are  contemplated  under  H.  R.  6287, 
at  least  at  the  moment  would  seem  to  be 
by  limiting  by  law  the  use  of  the  funds 
appropriated. 

My  amendment  does  not  compel  inte¬ 
gration.  It  simply  provides  that  these 
Federal  funds  will  only  go  toward  financ¬ 
ing  construction  of  hospitals,  diagnostic 
centers,  rehabilitation  facilities,  and 
nursing  homes  where  prior  assurance  has 
been  given  that  services  and  facilities 
will  be  available  without  distinction  on 
account  of  race. 

I  strongly  urge  adoption  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Felly]. 

In  Cannon’s  Precedents  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  under  the  heading 
‘‘Construed  as  Legislation  and  Not  Limi¬ 
tations,  Therefore  Not  Admitted  on  Ap¬ 
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propriation  Bills,”  I  would  like  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Chair  that  this 
amendment  goes  farther  than  a  limita¬ 
tion.  It  contains  an  affirmative  direc¬ 
tion  that  applications  must  contain  cer¬ 
tain  assurances.  This  would  obviously 
place  additional  duties  on  the  Secretary 
of  the  Department  and  officials  of  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service  to 
determine  that  the  directives  were 
carried  out. 

Then  I  refer  to  page  67,  Cannon’s 
Precedents,  under  the  heading  ‘‘Execu¬ 
tive  Discretion  and  Limitation  Coupled 
With  Affirmative  Direction,”  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  page,  at  the  top,  to  the  provision 
that  no  part  of  an  appropriation  should 
be  used  except  in  a  certain  way,  thereby 
restricting  Executive  discretion  to  the 
extent  of  imposing  new  duties. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  desire  to  be 
heard? 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit 
this  is  a  limitation  on  the  use  of  the 
fimds.  I  do  not  believe  it  would  entail 
any  additional  duties. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
PELLY  ]  offers  an  amendment  to  which 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  raises  a  point  of  order,  and 
suggests  that  the  language  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  includes  additional  duties  that 
would  be  imposed  upon  someone  to  de¬ 
termine  the  assurance  to  be  given  as  well 
as  the  purposes  at  the  time  the  applica¬ 
tion  is  made  and  under  what  sections  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 

The  question  has  been  raised  a  num¬ 
ber  of  times  previously.  Volume  7,  page 
696,  section  1706  of  Cannon’s  Precedents 
deals  with  the  problem  very  clearly  and 
reads: 

To  be  admissible  on  an  appropriation  bill 
a  limitation  may  not  inciude  affirmative  di¬ 
rections  imposing  additional  duties  on  ex¬ 
ecutives. 

A  limitation  may  not  give  affirmative  di¬ 
rections,  Impose  new  duties,  or  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  language  not  directly  limiting 
the  appropriation. 

The  Chair,  therefore,  holds  that  the 
point  of  order  is  well  taken  and  sustains 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Powesx:  On 
page  25,  line  17,  before  the  period  insert 
"Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropria¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  used 
for  any  of  the  purposes  therein  mentioned 
by  any  agency  or  facility  which  segregates 
citizens  in  facilities  offered,  services  per¬ 
formed,  and  granted  on  account  of  race, 
color,  ancestry  or  religion.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  a  point  of  order  that  the 
amendment  is  not  germane  for  the  same 
reason  that  the  other  amendment  was 
not  germane. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  that  the  sum 
and  substance  of  the  gentleman’s  argu¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  It  is,  Mr. 
Chairman. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
hear  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Powell], 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  would 
like  to  say  this  amendment  in  exact  lan¬ 
guage  as  submitted  has  been  held  to  be 
germane  for  the  13  years  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  I  submit  the  following  pages 
in  the  Record;  For  instance,  in  the  83rd 
Congress,  1st  session,  volume  95,  page 
5921,  where  the  Parliamentarian  upheld 
my  views. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule,  having  ruled  on  a  quite  similar 
motion  back  in  1946  when  the  District 
of  Columbia  appropriation  bill  was  up 
for  consideration.  The  Chair  held  then 
that  it  was  a  limitation  on  the  use  of  the 
money  and  so  holds  now,  and  there¬ 
fore  overrules  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POWELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

Mr.  PELLY.  In  ancient  Rome  a  sen¬ 
ator — I  think  his  name  was  Cato — once 
said  that  he  would  rather'  the  people 
would  ask  why  there  was  no  statue  of 
him  than  why  there  was  one.  As  I  have 
listened  today  to  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  I  feel  he  be¬ 
longs  in  the  former  class,  as  do  many 
who  will  argue  both  pro  and  con  on 
this  amendment.  This  is  just  a  question 
of  doing  what  one  thinks  is  right,  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned.  I  have  been  in  this 
Congress  for  a  number  of  sessions,  and 
often  it  has  to  be  a  member  of  a  race 
other  than  mine  who  offers  such  an 
amendment  to  protect  his  race.  I,  as 
a  member  of  my  race,  wanted  this  time 
to  get  ahead  of  such  a  gentleman  and 
offer  this  particular  amendment.  I  am 
sorry  my  amendment  was  not  germane, 
but  I  shall  support  the  gentleman.  It  is 
time  we  ceased  putting  Federal  funds 
into  projects  not  in  accord  with  the  law 
of  the  land. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  so  I  can  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  a  question? 

Mr.  POWELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  This  program,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  knows,  has 
been  in  effect  since  1945.  That  is  when 
the  first  authorization  was  granted.  It 
has  been  a  very  effective  program 
throughout  the  United  States  during  all 
this  time.  Can  the  gentleman  tell  the 
committee  if  there  has  been  any  com¬ 
plaint  whatsoever  in  regard  to  the  sub¬ 
ject  matter  that  the  gentleman  brings 
up  now  in  any  given  area,  in  any  hospital 
anywhere? 

Mr.  POWELL.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot 
yield  any  more  time,  but  I  will  answer 
that  question. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  wanted  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  to  answer. 

Mr.  POWELL.  First,  I  would  like  to 
say  this  amendment  comes  from  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  without  my 
foreknowledge  until  he  informed  me  a 
couple  of  days  ago.  I  thought  his 
amendment  might  not  be  germane,  so 
that  is  why  I  prepared  this,  and  I  would 
like  the  authorship  to  be  considered  as 
that  of  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 


Yes;  I  do  have  a  complaint  before  me 
from  New  Orleans,  La.,  concerning  a 
hospital  in  St.  Charles,  La.  The  letter 
comes  to  me  from  a  white  attorney, 
Maurice  P.  Gatlin,  1607  Claibourne 
Tower,  New  Orleans,  La.,  in  which  he 
sent  me  a  copy  he  addressed  to  the  HEW 
asking  the  HEW  to  tell  him  whether  or 
not  the  new  hospital  to  be  built  was  going 
to  be  built  in  accordance  with  the  law  of 
the  land  or  would  it  be  built  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  illegal  practices  as  out¬ 
lawed  by  the  Supreme  Court  decision. 
The  HEW  replied  to  him  that  lacking  a 
directive  from  the  Congress  they  would 
have  to  build  the  new  hospital  in  St. 
Charles,  La.,  under  the  old  law  prior  to 
the  Supreme  Court  decision  of  1954.  I 
submit  it  is  proper  to  bring  the  practice 
of  Congress  up  to  the  level  of  the 
Supreme  Court.  This  amendment  is 
nonracial;  it  is  bipartisan;  it  is  based 
on  sound  moral  grounds;  it  is  based  on 
legal  grounds,  and  if  you  are  interested 
in  placing  economy  on  the  highest  level 
rather  than  on  the  basis  of  subterfuge 
and  hypocrisy,  this  is  it.  I  offer  this  only 
because  my  colleague  from  Washington 
did  not  have  his  amendment  sustained. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  8  minutes,  the  last  5  min¬ 
utes  to  be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Roosevelt]. 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remax’ks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
argument  can  and  has  been  made  that 
this  hospital  program,  since  its  inception, 
has  operated  with  few  or  no  complaints 
without  the  necessity  of  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  has  been  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York.  Mr.  Powell,  how¬ 
ever,  has  pointed  out  a  specific  incident 
and  a  ruling  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  which 
calls  for  new  congressional  guidance  to 
the  Department. 

This  is  again  an  opportunity  to  stress 
the  fact  that  there  can  be  no  compro¬ 
mise  on  the  fundamental  rights  of  all 
our  citizens.  Either  there  is  true  equal¬ 
ity,  recognized  as  the  law  by  all  who 
must  administer  it,  or  we  have  such  a 
situation  as  has  been  described  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Powell].  Since  such  situations  are  al¬ 
lowed  to  continue  in  existence,  we  offer 
to  our  powerful  enemies  a  readymade 
argument  that  we  do  not  truly  intend 
to  give  more  than  lip  service  to  the  basic 
constitutional  rights  of  all  our  citizens. 
I  am  afraid  there  are  still  many  that  for 
the  sake  of  expediency  are  not  going  to 
face  issues  squarely.  There  are  many 
who  fear  that  this  amendment  will  en¬ 
danger  the  hospital  program  in  the  other 
body.  If  their  fears  are  justified,  it  only 
reemphasizes  the  need  to  meet  them  that 
the  American  position  may  be  removfed 
from  doubt,  and  our  stand  firm  and  clear. 
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I  join  my  colleagues  in  paying  tribute 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
PELLY] ,  whose  intent  was  perfectly  clear 
and  whose  amendment  could  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  because  of  the  rules  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  If  the  cause  of  complete  justice 
does  not  win  today,  I  hope  its  backers 
will  return  to  the  battle  over  and  over 
again  until  victory  is  assured. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  thi6  amendment.  On 
several  other  occasions,  during  the  de¬ 
bate  on  this  bill,  I  have  opposed  what  I 
thought  was  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  If  there  have  been  any  com¬ 
plaints  about  the  administration  of  this 
program,  I  have  not  heard  any  in  the 
11  years  I  have  been  on  this  subcommit¬ 
tee  appropriating  funds  for  the  program. 

If  there  are  specific  complaints,  I  think 
they  should  be  directed  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  charge  of  the  legislation,  and  there 
should  not  be  an  attempt  to  take  care  of 
them  in  an  appropriation  bill  in  the  form 
of  a  limitation  such  as  has  been  suggested 
here  today. 

This  program  has  been  working  well 
since  1948,  since  the  first  appropriation 
was  made.  I  am  afraid  if  we  get  into 
proposals  such  as  this  we  are  only  going 
to  get  into  a  lot  more  redtape  and  create 
confusion.  I  submit  the  best  way  is  to 
go  before  the  proper  legislative  commit¬ 
tee  and,  if  there  are  any  complaints,  get 
them  straightened  out  in  that  way. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  rejected. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Dakota. 

(Mr.  BURDICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  budget  could  be  drastically  cut 
but  this  week’s  debate  shows  that  many 
do  not  carefully  consider  what  can  be 
cut.  Much  time  and  oratory  has  been 
consumed  in  cutting  appropriations  for 
public  health,  postal  service,  anti-water 
pollution,  and  mariy  other  items  com¬ 
pletely  in  the  public  interest.  Those 
who  are  in  the  lead  today  in  this  debate 
to  cut  these  essential  public  activities 
will  soon  be  confronted  by  a  bill  appro¬ 
priating  billions  for  foreign  aid.  I  will 
not  miss  the  mark  much  when  I  say  now 
that  on  these  foreign  appropriations, 
those  who  now  are  so  concerned  about 
economizing  will  vote  “yes”  on  every 
possible  occasion  that  will  tend  to  make 
this  foreign-aid  money  available. 

When  we  consider  that  we  have  appro¬ 
priated  for  foreign  aid  $130  billion  since 
1940  we  can  well  ask  if  this  money  has 
been  wisely  spent.  The  tables  of  foreign 
expenditures  for  foreign  aid  found  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  Monday 
last  presented  by  Hon.  Lawrence  Smith, 
of  Wisconsin,  is  almost  unbelievable.  I 
am  certain  that  another  huge  appropria¬ 
tion  will  be  made  this  year  for  the  same 
purpose  supported  by  those  who  want  to 
curtail  and  greatly  handicap  the  Public 
Health  Service,  needed  money  for  elimi¬ 
nation  of  pollution  in  our  navigable 
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rivers,  deny  any  attempt  to  make  the 
farmers’  dollars  as  valuable  as  dollars 
of  any  other  business  enterprise.  That 
is  all  any  support  program  aims  doing, 
but  I  am  afraid  the  public  will  find  that 
the  Members  of  Congress  who  are  pro¬ 
claiming  necessary  cuts  in  the  budget 
will  limit  their  activities  to  small  but 
essential  things  that  this  country  de¬ 
mands.  They  have  an  opportunity  to 
track  down  an  elephant — huge  foreign 
aid — but  when  the  showdown  comes  they 
will  prefer  to  track  down  a  rabbit  in¬ 
stead;  they  prefer  to  get  rid  of  potato 
bugs  by  pulling  up  the  potato  plants; 
they  prefer  to  hoe  up  the  corn  stalks 
and  let  the  weeds  grow. 

1  have  always  voted  for  appropriations 
to  further  the  economy  of  our  own  peo¬ 
ple,  and  with  very  few  exceptions  the 
budget  does  not  contain  unnecessary 
domestic  demands.  We  can  save  20  per¬ 
cent  of  this  huge  expenditure  by  limit¬ 
ing  foreign  aid,  and  gradually  come  to  a 
point  where  it  will  be  cut  out  altogether. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  new  York  [Mr.  Powell]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Powell,  there 
were — ayes  70,  noes  123. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities: 
For  construction,  major  repair,  improvement, 
and  equipment  of  health  and  related  auxili¬ 
ary  facilities,  including  quarters  for  per¬ 
sonnel;  preparation  of  plans,  specifications, 
and  drawings;  acquisition  of  sites;  pur¬ 
chase  and  erection  of  portable  buildings;  and 
purchase  of  trailers;  $3,096,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1959 ;  Provided,  That 
such  expenditmes  may  be  made  through  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pillion;  on 
page  27,  strike  out  lines  13  to  20,  inclusive. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  proposes  to  eliminate  an  ap¬ 
propriation  item  of  $3,096,000  for  the 
construction  of  Indian  health  facilities. 

On  page  17  of  the  committee  report, 
the  committee  states  that  this  amount 
is  allowed  only  for  “alterations”  and 
“other  plant  facilities.”  The  report 
specifically  rejects  funds  for  “hospitals, 
clinics,  and  personnel  quarters.” 

The  intent  of  the  committee  as  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  report  is  completely  at 
variance  with  the  language  of  this  bill. 

The  language  of  the  bill  states  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  appropriation  to  be : 

First.  The  construction,  major  repair, 
improvement,  and  equipment  of  health 
and  related  auxiliary  facilities,  including 
quarters  for  personnel. 

This  language  clearly  includes  hos¬ 
pitals,  clinics,  and  personnel  quarters. 

Now,  by  every  rule  of  statutory  con¬ 
struction,  the  unambiguous  language  of 
a  bill  prevails  over  a  mere  observation 
in  a  committee  report. 

In  effect,  the  plain  language  of  this 
bill  appropriates  $3,096,000  for  exactly 
the  purposes  which  the  committee,  in 
its  report,  wishes  to  disallow,  that  is,  hos¬ 
pitals,  clinics,  and  personnel  quarters. 

The  second  objection  to  this  item  is 
the  one  made  by  the  committee  itself  in 


its  report.  On  page  17,  the  committee 
states  that  no  allowance  is  made  for 
these  purposes  because  “such  a  large  un¬ 
obligated  balance  exists.” 

This  Bureau  had  $5,535,000  available 
in  fiscal  1956.  An  additional  $8,762,000 
was  appropriated  for  fiscal  1957.  Of  the 
total,  $13,297,000,  only  $2,304,000  was 
obligated  as  of  January  1,  1957. 

On  page  631  of  the  President’s  budget, 
it  is  estimated  that  1958  expenditui'es 
will  be  $3,476,000. 

The  Bureau  now  has  more  than  $10 
million  on  hand  that  is  unobligated.  At 
the  present  rate  of  obligation,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  has  sufficient  funds  to  continue  its 
program  until  beyond  January  1,  1960, 
without  any  part  of  the  $3,096,000  asked 
for  in  this  item. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PILLION.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  have  here  some  fig¬ 
ures  that  I  have  just  obtained.  They 
show  unexpended  and  unallocated  funds 
as  of  March  28,  1957,  of  $10,203,000,  so 
the  effect  of  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
would  just  be  to  keep  from  piling  up  on 
top  of  these  unexpended  funds  another 
$3  million;  is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  PILLION.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  One  of  the  great  errors  we  are 
making  in  this  House  is  in  permitting 
these  bureaus  to  have  funds  for  more 
than  1  year,  for  5  or  10  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a 
brief  comment  upon  this  debate. 

After  listening  to  the  charges  and 
countercharges  made  by  some  of  our 
distinguished  Members,  it  would  appear 
that  we  may  be  losing  sight  of  the  ulti¬ 
mate  goal  of  this  drive  for  a  reduction 
in  appropriations. 

I  dare  say  every  Member  of  this  House 
is  in  favor  of  a  balanced  budget,  some 
reduction  in  taxes,  and  some  reduction 
in  our  public  debt. 

Before  this  session  ends,  and  certainly 
during  the  next  session,  both  political 
parties  will  be  competing  to  take  credit 
for  tax-reduction  proposals. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  this 
committee  has  repeatedly  emphasized 
the  relationship  between  a  vote  for  an 
authorization  and  a  vote  for  an  appro¬ 
priation.  Actually,  the  relationship  is 
only  a  slight  one. 

There  is,  however,  an  inevitable  cause 
and  effect  relationship  between  appro¬ 
priations  and  taxes. 

Today’s  reductions  in  appropriations 
are  tomorrow’s  tax  cuts. 

My  votes  for  reductions  in  appropria¬ 
tions  are  motivated  by  a  personal  goal 
for  tax  reductions. 

I  would  vote  for  an  increase  in  per¬ 
sonal  exemptions  from  $600  to  $700. 
This  would  cost  about  $2.3  billion  per 
year. 

I  would  vote  for  a  corresponding  re¬ 
duction  in  business  and  excise  taxes  of 
about  $1.5  billion  per  year. 

I  would  like  to  see  a  minimum  surplus 
of  $2  billion  applied  to  a  reduction  of  our 
national  debt. 

I  expect  to  vote  for  a  minimum  of  $5 
billion  in  appropriation  reductions. 
This  action,  will,  in  my  own  mind,  justify 
my  anticipated  votes  for  tax  reductions. 
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If  each  Member  could  work  out  his 
own  personal  tax  reduction  program  and 
vote  to  reduce  appropriations  by  the 
same  approximate  figure,  this  House 
could  produce  some  astounding  and  con¬ 
structive  results. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Pillion] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  an  additional  minute. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  I  must  object,  especially  since  this 
is  an  excellent  statement  and  one  that 
the  House  badly  needs  to  hear. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  object? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  remind  the 
House  that  in  August  of  1954  of  the  83d 
Congress  transferred  all  the  Indian 
health  services  from  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  to  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice.  That  is  just  214  years  ago.  That 
was  a  bill  which  was  introduced  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd] 
and  it  was  reported  out  by  Republican 
committees  on  both  sides  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  When  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  Dr.  Judd,  testified  about  this  bill 
before  the  Committee  on  the  Interior,  he 
said: 

I  recognize  perfectly  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  cannot  perform  miracles  in 
this  field  and  nobody  is  suggesting  that 
right  away  they  will  be  able  to  solve  all  the 
difficulties  at  hand,  we  recognize  that  there 
will  be  some  difficulties  and  some  admin¬ 
istrative  problems  in  such  a  transfer. 

And  there  have  been  difficulties  and 
there  have  been  administrative  prob¬ 
lems.  It  has  taken  a  long  time  to  work 
out  the  details  of  such  a  transfer,  but 
right  now  the  Public  Health  Service  is 
prepared  and  ready  to  go  ahead  and 
really  to  begin  to  build  these  Indian 
hospitals  and  do  the  job  that  is  neces¬ 
sary. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Indian  Affairs. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  want  to  call  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  this 
proposed  appropriation  will  not  add  one 
thing  to  the  construction  of  your  hos¬ 
pitals  because  you  now  have  $7,851,400. 
So  this  will  not  do  what  the  gentleman 
hopes  it  will  do  in  building  a  hospital. 
Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon¬ 
tana,  I  think  we  should  make  progress 
with  respect  to  Indian  facilities  for 
health,  but  I  do  not  think  this  is  the  way 
to  do  it.  I  will  go  along  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  working  on  Indian  health  prob¬ 
lems  if  the  Department  will  come  in  here 
with  a  program  that  will  move  forward 
and  make  some  progress  on  it.  I  cannot 
see  where  adding  $3  million  on  top  of  an 
unexpended,  unobligated  $10  million  will 
do  anything  that  the  gentleman  and  I 
want  to  do. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida  that 
I  have  a  bill  before  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  which 
will  enable  Indians  and  the  surrounding 
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communities  to  take  advantage  of  some 
of  this  unobligated  money.  I  will  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  I  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  desk  which  I  believe  will 
facilitate  the  building  of  Indian  hospitals 
by  the  Public  Health  Service. 

But  I  want  to  point-  out  that  in  the 
State  of  Montana  there  was  at  one  time 
a  tuberculosis  death  rate  of  165  per  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  Indians  as  against  a 
death  rate  of  27.3  for  non-Indians. 
As  the  result  of  an  appropriation  from 
Congress  several  years  ago  which  built  a 
100-bed  Indian  tuberculosis  hospital, 
that  Indian  death  rate  dropped  from  165 
per  hundred  thousand  to  65.2  per  hun¬ 
dred  thousand,  merely  as  the  result  of 
having  adequate  tuberculosis  hospitali¬ 
zation  for  the  Indians  in  the  State  of 
Montana. 

I  could  read  you  statistics  about  the 
Indian  health  throughout  the  country 
that  would  alarm  you.  Ten  times  as 
many  Indian  babies  die  of  gastritis  and 
enteritis  as  white  babies.  The  death 
rate  from  tuberculosis  is  more  than  10 
times  the  white  death  rate. 

For  pneumonia,  in  the  State  of  Mon¬ 
tana  we  have  1,543  cases  per  hundred 
thousand  amongst  Indians.  The  non- 
Indian  death  rate  for  the  United  States 
is  11.4.  In  other  words  the  Indian  death 
rate  is  more  than  100  times  greater. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Montana  has  expired. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks,  and  that  the  gentleman  from 
South  Eiakota  [Mr.  McGovern]  may 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  McGovern.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  move  to  cut 
funds  for  Indian  health  facilities.  I 
know  from  personal  observation  and  in¬ 
vestigation  that  the  health  diflBculties  of 
the  American  Indian  constitute  a  criti¬ 
cal  national  problem. 

The  incidence  of  disease  and  death 
among  our  Indian  citizens  is  so  much 
higher  than  the  average  among  whites 
that  it  constitutes  a  national  disgrace. 
We  cannot  in  good  conscience  deny  to 
our  Indian  friends  this  modest  request 
for  medical  facilities  that  can  save  the 
lives  of  thousands  of  Indian  boys  and 
girls,  men  and  women. 

When  the  first  white  settlers  came  to 
this  country  300  years  ago  the  Indian 
was  already  established  here  in  a  culture 
many  hundreds  of  years  old.  What  fol¬ 
lowed  was  the  gradual  deterioration  of 
the  Indian’s  society  and  his  way  of  life. 
The  red  man  was  driven  before  the  ad¬ 
vancing  white  settlements  and  eventu¬ 
ally  confined  to  a  few  reservation  areas. 

Having  disrupted  Indian  society  and 
having  assured  the  Indian  that  in  ex¬ 
change  for  his  land  we  would  help  meet 
his  basic  human  needs,  we  cannot  now 
curtail  a  program  vital  to  the  health  of 
these  depressed  people.  Our  first  citi¬ 
zens  are  entitled  to  at  least  as  adequate 
a  point  4  program  as  we  are  provid¬ 
ing  for  people  in  other  lands.  The  blunt 
fact  is  that  the  Indian  families  of 
America  and  especially  the  Sioux  Tribes 
of  my  State  constitute  the  most  tragi¬ 
cally  neglected  group  in  our  Nation 
today. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Montana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman’s 
time  may  be  extended. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chaii*man,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized  to  close 
the  debate. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
who  offered  this  amendment,  that  we 
stated  specifically  in  our  report  that  we 
did  not  allow  any  fmids  for  the  things  he 
mentioned  in  his  presentation  before  us ; 
and  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  exactly  the  same  thing. 

This  $3,096,000  is  a  reduction  of 
$2,704,000  from  the  request  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  made,  and  a  reduction  of 
$5,666,000  below  what  we  appropriated 
in  1957. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr  .-FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Does  the  gentleman 
agree  that  the  language  of  the  bill  is  in 
accord  with  what  the  House  is  concerned 
with,  what  the  Senate  is  concerned  with, 
and  what  the  administration  is  con¬ 
cerned  with? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No :  I  do  not  agree  to 
that  at  all.  The  language  of  the  report 
will  supersede  the  language  of  the  bill 
because  it  is  under  specific  instructions 
that  we  have  not  allowed  funds  for  these 
purposes. 

We  have  allowed  funds  for  only  those 
two  items  on  page  689  of  the  hearings. 
The  first  item  that  we  changed  was 
$650,000  for  hospital  and  clinics.  We 
denied  that ;  we  did  not  give  that  to  them. 

The  next  item  was  personnel  quarters, 
$2,054,000.  We  denied  that. 

We  did  allow  for  alterations  $2,596,000 
and  $500,000  for  other  plant  facilities, 
because  of  the  need  that  exists  in  the  56 
hospitals  they  have  at  the  present  time. 

If  you  could  go  through  some  of  these 
hospitals  on  these' reservations  and  see 
the  condition,  you  would  not  try  to  stop 
this  program  of  altering  the  hospitals  so 
as  to  make  them  accredited  hospitals. 
Those  hospitals  for  which  we  now  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  alterations  comprise  just 
half  of  the  program  that  has  already 
been  started  and  is  already  underway  at 
a  cost  of  some  $6  million. 

All  this  $3  million  amounts  to  is  that 
they  will  be  given  this  two-million-five- 
hundred-thousand-some-odd  dollars  to 
continue  the  plan  of  alteration  that  will 
make  them  accredited  hospitals  under 
the  standards  of  the  Hill-Burton  Act. 

If  you  do  not  want  to  do  that  you 
should  vote  for  the  amendment. 

The  $500,000  we  have  allowed  is  to 
provide  sewage  disposal  plants  and  power 


facilities  that  are  connected  with  ex¬ 
isting  facilities  in  these  areas  now. 

There  is  not  one  dime  in  here  for  any¬ 
thing  other  than  the  things  we  have  set 
forth  in  om-  report.  They  cannot,  and  I 
am- sure  they  will  not,  go  beyond  the 
wording  of  the  report  in  which  we  said 
specifically  that  none  of  these  funds  can 
be  used  for  the  purpose  the  gentleman 
speaks  of. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  gather 
from  the  statement  of  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  that  the 
money  carried  over  from  previous  years 
is  money  which  cannot  be  used  for  the 
purposes  which  the  gentleman  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  correct. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  is 
positively  right.  The  unobligated  bal¬ 
ances  are  committed  to  specific  projects 
approved  by  the  Congress  in  prior  years 
and  they  are  not  available  for  new  re¬ 
quirements. 

Mr.  RHODEIS  of  Arizona.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  figures  that  if  this  program  is  to 
go  on,  the  new  money  called  for  in  this 
bill  is  required. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  All  of  this  new  money 
that  we  have  in  here  is  for  alterations 
and  improvement  of  plant  facilities,  some 
of  which  are  inadequate.  That  is  all 
and  nothing  else.  We  found  fault  with 
the  administration  of  this  program  for 
not  proceeding  at  a  faster  rate.  It  took 
them  much  more  time  to  draw  the  plans 
and  specifications  for  some  of  the  hous¬ 
ing  for  the  Public  Health  personnel  that 
we  are  trying  to  get,  out  in  the  field 
where  the  Indians  are.  If  you  vote  for 
this  amendment  you  are  voting  for  sub¬ 
standard  hospital  facilities  for  these  In¬ 
dians.  In  that  way  you  are  making  them 
second-class  citizens.  If  you  want  to  do 
that  you  will  vote  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mi*.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  would  like  to 
join  the  gentleman  in  his  expression  of 
opposition  to  this  amendment.  We  have 
a  tuberculosis  death  rate  among  Indians 
10  times  as  high  as  that  which  exists 
among  the  non-Indian  population.  We 
have  an  infant  mortality  rate  far  above 
that  of  the  non-Indian  population.  This 
is  an  effort  to  catch  up  and  do  something- 
in  a  long-neglected  field  and  I  certainly 
hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  There  has  been  a  lot  of 
discussion  during  this  debate  about 
whether  the  Congress  and  the  Federal 
Government  are  responsible  for  helping 
build  various  facilities  in  the  cities  and 
States.  But  responsibility  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Indian  is  a  field  about  which  there 
can  be  no  question.  It  is  strictly  a 
Federal  responsibility. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  JUDD.  We  have  our  GI  programs 
to  help  our  soldiers  who  have  been  away 
from  home  2  or  3  years  become  read¬ 
justed  when  they  come  back.  We  have 
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point  4  programs  all  over  the  world  to 
help  other  peoples  achieve  better  health 
and  gain  skills.  Would  it  not  be  an  in¬ 
credible  proposition  for  us  to  cut  down  on 
these  programs  to  help  the  Indians  right 
here  in  America  achieve  health  stand¬ 
ards  that  will  approach  the  levels  of 
decency  that  we  want  for  peoples  abroad 
and  which  we  have  for  ourselves? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  amendment 
would  have  the  effect  of  stopping  in  its 
tracks  alterations  that  are  going  on,  that 
have  not  been  completed,  which  are  in 
the  process  of  being  completed  today. 
That  is  what  this  amendment  would  do 
and  nothing  else. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  was  the  author  of  the 
bill  which  only  2  years  ago  transferred 
the  Indian  medical  service  to  the  Public 
Health  Service.  Of  course,  it  takes  time 
and  extra  funds  to  get  the  problem  sur¬ 
veyed  and  suitable  programs  put  into 
operation.  There  are  250  Indian  tribes 
scattered  all  over  the  country,  some  in 
very  inaccessible  places,  in  our  country 
and  Alaska.  The  Public  Health  Service 
has  made  a  fine  start.  I  think  we  ought, 
to  reject  this  amendment  and  give  them 
a  chance  to  go  ahead. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Pillion]. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Pillion)  there 
were — ayes  49,  noes  74. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Metcalf:  On 
page  27,  line  19,  after  “June  30,  1959:”,  strike 
out  the  remainder  of  line  19  and  all  of  line  20 
and  change  the  semicolon  to  a  period. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  been  disturbed,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  is  disturbed,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  evidently  disturbed,  by  the 
failure  to  show  more  progress  in  the 
construction  of  Indian  health  facilities. 
When  the  bill  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd]  was  passed 
to  transfer  the  Indian  health  facilities 
from  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  to 
the  Public  Health  Service  it  was  con¬ 
templated  and  intended  that  it  was  to 
be  a  complete  and  outright  transfer. 

The  first  appropriation  bill,  it  is  true, 
contained  the  language  I  am  seeking  to 
strike  out,  namely,  ‘‘Provided,  That  such 
expenditures  may  be  made  through  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.” 

I  think  there  was  a  good  and  just 
cause  to  have  that  language  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  at  that  time  because  it 
was  necessary  then  to  use  the  facilities, 
the  knowledge  and  the  experience  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

But,  I  am  told  now  that  that  language, 
which  is  permissive,  which  says  “may,” 
which  permits  the  Public  Health  Service 
to  take  advantage  and  to  use  the  experi¬ 
ence  and  the  knowledge  and  the  back¬ 
ground  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  has  been  construed  as  mandatory, 
so  that  instead  of  1  agency,  the  Public 
Health  Service,  operating  in  this  field,  we 
still  have  2  agencies,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice.  So,  I  submit  this  amendment  to 
make  it  abundantly  clear  that  the  only 


agency  that  is  supposed  to  be  in  charge  of 
the  construction  of  Indian  hospitals  and 
these  other  facilities  that  are  enumerated 
in  this  section  of  the  act  is  the  Public 
Health  Service.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior  is  not  to  have  anything  to  do 
with  it;  not  permitted  to  drag  its  feet. 
We  are  not  going  to  be  permitted  to  go 
back  to  the  old  days  when  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  had  control  over  the 
Indian  health  service,  and  we  are  going 
to  remedy  the  situation  just  as  we  tried 
to  do  under  the  Judd  bill.  That  is  the 
only  purpose  of  the  amendment.  And, 
I  still  believe  that  if  the  Public  Health 
Service  does  need  advice  and  consulta¬ 
tion  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
without  such  language  they  would  have 
that  opportunity. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  proviso  was  put 
in  for  the  specific  purpose  of  allowing 
this  work  to  continue  in  the  most  expe¬ 
ditious  manner,  and  we  were  convinced 
by  the  administration  that  as  long  as  this 
ofHce  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
had  their  own  group  set  up  there,  it 
might  be  well  for  them  to  administer  it. 
And,  we  considered  it  as  permissive  when 
we  said  “may.”  Now,  it  is  the  Budget 
Bureau,  as  I  understand,  that  has  said 
no,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  should 
perform  this  work,  because  they  have 
the  personnel  and  they  have  the  know¬ 
how  and  they  are  the  ones  that  have 
been  handling  this  type  of  work.  And, 
certainly  if  there  is  any  evidence  at  all 
that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is 
to  blame  for  the  holding  up  of  the  con¬ 
struction  that  has  been  authorized  in 
this  field  and  there  is  some  evidence  that 
the  Public  Health  Service  might  do  it 
more  efficiently  and  cheaper,  why,  we 
would  have  no  objection  to  striking  this 
proviso. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  one  of  the  purposes  of  in¬ 
cluding  the  language  which  is  provided 
as  a  proviso  is  that  certain  types  of 
construction,  such  as  quarters  for  per¬ 
sonnel,  can  be  handled  more  economi¬ 
cally  and  more  expeditiously  on  reserva¬ 
tion  areas  if  it  is  handled  through  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Now,  inso¬ 
far  as  the  actual  hospital  facilities  are 
concerned,  I  share  the  gentleman’s  view 
that  the  responsibility  should  be  iso¬ 
lated  and  centralized  in  the  Public 
Health  Service. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  that  it  was  my 
belief  that  it  would  have  been  well  to 
have  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
consulted  all  along  the  line  and  that 
there  was  good  reason  for  including  this 
amendment,  but  when  it  is  construed 
as  mandatory  language  and  when  the 
Public  Health  Service  is  required,  as  I 
am  told  they  are  required,  to  operate  the 
construction  through  the  Department  of 
the  Interior — and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior- -has  many  other  construction 
facilities  in  addition  to  the  construction 
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of  Indian  facilities — then  I  believe  it  is 
time  to  eliminate  this  language  and 
make  it  clear  that  the  Public  Health 
Service  is  the  responsible  agency  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  Is  to 
have  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

I  take  this  time  just  to  question  the 
author  of  this  amendment  a  moment  or 
two  further  concerning  this  particular 
legislation.  I  am  in  complete  agreement 
with  the  gentleman  that  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  should  be  localized.  You  will  recall 
that  when  the  fight  took  place  on  the 
floor  in  connection  with  the  bill  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  in  the  first 
place,  that  one  of  the  reasons  we  who 
opposed  that  legislation  were  doubtful 
about  it  was  the  division  of  responsibil¬ 
ity  as  to  the  care  of  our  Indian  people. 

Now  that  that  responsibility  has  been 
definitely  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
Public  Health  Service,  insofar  as  all 
health  matters  are  concerned,  I  certainly 
would  not  want  to  water  down  that  re¬ 
sponsibility;  but  if  in  the  interest  of  ef¬ 
ficiency  and  getting  a  job  done,  a  per¬ 
missive  proviso  within  this  bill  would 
make  it  possible  to  do  the  job  better  and 
more  quickly  through  certain  construc¬ 
tion  activities  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  then  would  not  the  gentleman 
agree,  rather  than  to  strike  this  lan¬ 
guage,  it  should  be  made  clear  on  its 
face  as  being  permissive  in  character? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  do  not  see  how  it 
could  be  made  any  clearer.  The  word 
“may”  is  permissive.  It  is  construed  as 
being  permissive.  It  may  be  that  as  a 
result  of  this  colloquy  on  the  floor  we 
have  made  it  sufficiently  plain  that  the 
legislative  intent  is  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  shall  be  in  charge  of  the 
construction  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  consulted  only  when  such  con¬ 
sultation  is  requested. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  sdeld? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
hope  that  if  the  proviso  is  kept  in  the  bill, 
we  make  it  absolutely  clear  in  the  record 
that  the  Public  Health  Service  should 
have  the  authority  to  decide  whether  it 
shall  expend  these  funds  through  its  own 
agencies  or  through  the  Department  of 
the  Interior.  I  imagine  that  the  present 
language  would  be  interpreted  in  this 
way,  since  the  language  is  permissive, 
that  some  people  in  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  would  insist  that  certain 
funds  must  be  handled  through  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior;  and  there 
would  be  a  big  hassle  back  and  forth  be¬ 
tween  the  two  Departments  as  to  which 
should  spend  the  funds.  I  think  the 
decision  as  to  which  should  spend  them 
should  be  made  by  the  Public  Health 
Service.  But  whereever  and  whenever 
the  Public  Health  Service  can  get  health 
facilities  for  the  Indians  built  more  ef¬ 
ficiently  through  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  then  the  Public  Health  Service 
should  have  permission  to  spend  them 
through  the  other  Department.  But  the 
decision  should  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
Public  Health  Service. 
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Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  gentleman  is  exactly  correct  on 
that  and  if  the  gentleman  would  offer  a 
substitute  amendment  to  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  adding  language  after  the 
phrase  “That  such  expenditures  may  be 
made  through  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,”  “on  the  decision  of  the  Public 
Health  Service”  I  think  we  would'  have 
that  taken  care  of  and  would  be  in  a 
position  where  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  had  the  responsibility  but  for  reasons 
of  efficiency  the  actual  job  could  in  some 
instances  be  done  better  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  ofiBcials. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  lit¬ 
tle  diflacult  to  do  this  on  the  floor.  May 
I  ask  the  gentleman  if  he  would  accept 
as  a  substitute  to  his  amendment,  the 
insertion  on  line  20  before  the  period 
these  words  “subject  to  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare”?  I  do  not  have  the  amend¬ 
ment  written  out. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
in  complete  accord  with  both  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson],  I  would  accept  that  or  any 
other  language  which  would  do  the  same 
thing. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Why  not  handle  it  the 
same  way  we  handled  the  construction 
program  under  Public  Law  815?  In  that 
case  we  did  not  want  the  Department  of 
Education  to  set  up  an  Engineer  Inspec¬ 
tion  Service,  so  we  required  that  that 
work  be  done  by  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration.  Why  not  let  the  Public 
Health  Service  have  the  administration 
of  it  but  require  that  the  engineering 
and  inspection  work  be  done  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration?  It 
worked  fine  in  the  case  of  Public  Law 
815. 

Mr.  *JUDD.  With  reference  to  the 
question,  of  how  and  by  whom  the  ex¬ 
penditures  are  to  be  made,  I  think  if  we 
make  that  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  there  will  be  no  question  of 
where  the  jurisdiction  lies. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield  to  me 
further? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  would  suggest  to 
to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Judd]  that  my  amendment  is  to  strike 
that  language.  I  would  suggest  that 
perhaps  he  could  add  a  perfecting 
amendment  to  the  paragraph,  rather 
than  offering  a  substitute  to  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  JUDD.  My  substitute  would  leave 
the  proviso  in  the  bill  and  add  to  it  “at 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.”  If  it  is  better 
to  offer  a  perfecting  amendment,  we 
will  do  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson]  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 


(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
has  been  said  that  lawyers  are  indi¬ 
viduals  who  do  not  render  any  worth¬ 
while  service  in  the  House.  I  have  heard 
that  argued  at  times.  But  look  at  page 
27,  lines  19  and  20  of  the  bill  and  then 
see  if  you  can  remember  what  this 
amendment  is.  It  is  to  strike  out  ‘‘Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  expenditures  may  be 
made  through  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.”  See  that  word  “may”?  Do 
Members  know  what  it  means?  Mas  I 
ask  the  gentleman  who  has  charge  of 
the  bill.  Does  he  accept  this  amendment? 
Did  I  correctly  understand  that  he  did? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  not  say  we 
accepted  or  rejected  it.  I  said  that  as 
far  as  I  was  concerned  if  it  was  de¬ 
termined  to  be  the  more  efficient  way 
of  operating  this  program  it  would  be 
O.  K.  with  us,  because  we  were  not 
responsible  for  this  being  pushed  into 
the  bill. 

,  Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Is  not  this  the  sit¬ 
uation,  that  at  some  time  in  the  past 
the  Congress  thought  that  Interior 
might  be  helpful  to  Public  Health? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  the  construction 
of  these  works?  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  allowed  it.  We 
thought  this  language  to  be  permissive, 
but  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  said  it 
is  not  permissive.  They  have  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  should  do  this  work. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  If  the  budget  says 
“may”  means  “shall,”  then  the  individ¬ 
ual  who  so  decided  is  overeducated  or 
should  be  sent  back  to  the  little  red 
schoolhouse.  But  the  responsibility  for 
this  program  now  under  discussion  rests 
with  Public  Health? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  All  the  language  in 
the  bill  does  is  say  that  if  Health  wants 
to  use  Interior  because  Health  thinks 
Interior  may  do  a  better  job,  it  may? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Interior  already  has 
the  job  to  do  this  construction  work 
where  they  have  the  personnel  set  up. 
I  understand  that  was  the  reason  behind 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  thinking  it 
could  be  done  more  efficiently,  because 
they  had  the  setup  to  do  it. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mi'.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  That  is  exactly  the 
point  I  was  making,  that  I  thought,  as 
the  rest  of  the  Members  of  the  Congress 
thought,  that  it  would  be  well  to  use  the 
facilities  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior;  but  if  this  is  mandatory  and  it  is 
necessary  to  use  the  facilities,  then  our 
attempt  to  transfer  the  Indian  Health 
Service  to  the  Public  Health  Sei'vice  has 
just  resulted  in  the  creation  of  two 
bureaus. 

Mr.  HOFTMAN.  If  the  amendment 
the  gentleman  offered  is  adopted,  then 
Health  cannot  use  Interior,  can  it? 

Mr.  METCALF.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  You  see  where  you 
are  getting?  You  force  Health  to  do 


the  work  even  though  Interior  can  do  it 
better  and  at  less  cost. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  understand  that 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  a 
substitute  amendment  that  would  do  the 
same  thing.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
for  a  unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  To  put  that  other 
one  in? 

Mr.  METCALF.  To  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  And  take  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Judd]. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  No;  I  cannot  yield 
for  that.  That  would  not  help  us. 
What  is  the  idea,  may  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  JUDD.  Yes;  it  is  does  help. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  very  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Minnesota, 
Dr.  Judd,  knows  what  “may”  means,  does 
he  not?  The  word  is  permissive,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  JUDD.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Then  the  gentleman 
believes  that  Health  should  have  some¬ 
thing  to  say  about  it,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  wants  construction  to  be  un¬ 
der  the  direction  of  Public  Health 
Service?" 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  And  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  is  in  favor  of  permitting 
Interior  when  requested  by  Health  to 
help  out? 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  That  is  what  this 
language  does  now  in  the  bill  says  and 
does.  How  silly  can  we  get? 

Mr.  JUDD.  The  gentleman  is  per¬ 
fectly  right  that  this  language  in  the 
bill  does  not  do  what  we  want.  That  is 
why  I  offered  a  suggestion  that  would 
correct  it.  The  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  will  now  offer  it  formally  in  writ¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  do  not  yield  any 
more.  Just  how  many  words  does  it 
take  to  make  “may"  permissive?  “You 
may.” 

Mr.  JUDD.  But  who  is  to  determine 
that  he  may? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Beyond  any  doubt 
or  question  Health  does. 

When  an  amendment  is  necessary  to 
define  the  three  letter  word  “may”  as 
meaning  permissive  I  give  up.  One 
would  think  we  were  being  paid  by  the 
word. 

Ml'.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
substitute  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  substitute  is  not 
in  order  to  a  motion  to  strike  out.  The 
gentleman  can  offer  a  perfecting  amend- 
mend  to  the  paragraph. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  what  I  should 
offer.  Ml'.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  to  the  paragraph  offered  by 
Mr.  Laird:  On  page  27,  line  20,  after  “Inte¬ 
rior”,  insert  “at  the  option  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare." 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  T  reserve 
a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 
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Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  all  this 
amendment  does  is  clarify  what  the  com¬ 
mittee  thought  the  language  meant  in 
this  bill.  This  same  language  was  car¬ 
ried  in  this  appropriation  bill  last  year 
and  the  word  “may”  was  not  intended  to 
be  mandatory  language. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  ruling  is 
hard  to  understand.  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  how  the  sentence  referred  to  by 
the  gentleman  from  Montana,  can  be 
construed  as  mandatory  language. 

I  think  we  all  agree  that  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  this  program  should  rest 
squarely  on  the  shoulders  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
For  that  reason,  I  believe  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  clearly  place  the  responsibility 
with  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  but  will  give  the  authority 
to  the  Secretary  to  use  services  of  certain 
personnel,  if  necessary,  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  That  is  what  our 
committee  was  trying  to  do  in  carrying 
this  language  forward  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  that  mean  an  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  personnel? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  It  does  not  mean  any 
expansion.  This  language  was  carried  in 
the  bill  last  year.  The  word  “may”  was 
interpreted  by  our  committee  to  give  per¬ 
missive  authority.  Certainly,  we  had 
always  assumed,  and  1  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  would  assume,  that  the  word 
“may”  would  give  permissive  authority. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  does 
not  think  that  due  to  this  authority  there 
will  be  any  expansion? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  No.  I  would  not  offer 
this  amendment  if  it  meant  any  expan¬ 
sion  of  personnel.  This  places  the  au¬ 
thority  in  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  where  it  should  be. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  What  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  does  is  end  the  existing  divi¬ 
sion  of  authority;  is  that  hot  correct? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JUDD.  The  purpose  of  it  is  to 
make  clear  that  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  is  the  one  who 
will  be  making  the  permissive  decisions. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  Secretary  will  have 
the  responsibility. 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  is  right.  He  can 
permit,  whenever  it  is  to  his  advantage 
and  the  advantage  of  the  Indians  to  do 
it  through  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  insist  upon  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  order 
is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  read  again ;  was  that  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  is  a  perfecting 
amendment  to  the  paragraph. 


Without  objection,  the  Clerk  will  again 
report  the  amendment. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  to  the  paragraph  offered  by 
Mr.  Laird  :  On  page  27.  line  20,  after  the  word 
“Interior”,  Insert  "at  the  option  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  is  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf]  . 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  re¬ 
search  and  services:  For  the  activities  of  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  otherwise 
provided  for.  Including  research  fellowships 
and  grants  for  research  projects  pursuant 
to  section  301  of  the  act;  regulation  and 
preparation  of  biologic  products,  and  con¬ 
duct  of  research  related  thereto;  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $2,500  for  entertainment  of  visiting 
scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the 
Surgeon  General;  erection  of  temp)orary 
structures;  and  grants  of  therapeutic  and 
chemical  substances  for  demonstrations  and 
research;  $14,026,000;  Provided,  That  the  Sur¬ 
geon  general  is  authorized  to  advance  to 
this  appropriation  from  other  appropriations 
to  the  Public  Health  Service  such  amounts 
as  are  determined  to  be  necessary  for  the 
foregoing  purposes  and  for  activities  per¬ 
formed  on  a  centralized  basis;  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Surgeon  General  is  authorized 
to  operate  the  facilities  at  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health  for  the  sale  of  meals  to 
employees  and  others  at  rates  determined 
by  him  to  be  sufficient  to  recover  the  cost 
of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds  thereof 
shall  be  credited  to  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the  lan¬ 
guage  beginning  on  page  28.  No,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  we  are  on  page  21 
now. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  rise? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Permit  the  Chair  to 
state  that  if  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  is  referring  to  page 
28,  the  Clerk  has  read  page  28  down  to 
and  including  line  15. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
point  of  order  I  wish  to  make  is  against 
the  language  beginning  on  line  6  down  to 
and  including  line  10  except  the  word 
“Provided.”  I  make  the  point  of  order 
against  the  language  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill 
in  that  it  requires  additional  services  to 
be  rendered  by  the  Surgeon  General. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  care  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  withhold  his  point 
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of  order  until  we  see  what  this  amend¬ 
ment  does? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  have  no  objection, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  reserves  the  point  of 
order. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reason  for  this  being  in  the  bill  is  that 
all  of  the  categorical  institutes  that 
we  have  such  as  cancer,  mental  health, 
heart,  arthritis,  allergy,  neurology  and  so 
on,  get  their  appropriations  by  virtue  of 
this  language,  and  if  this  language  is 
stricken  out,  it  is  going  to  make  it  more 
inefficient  in  the  operation  of  the  in¬ 
stitutes.  The  only  reason  the  language 
was  put  in  there  in  the  first  place  is  to 
have  a  more  efficient  operation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule.  Does  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  want  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  No. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  makes  a  point  of  order 
against  the  language  contained  on  page 
28  of  the  bill  beginning  in  line  6  and  con¬ 
tinuing  through  line  10.  The  Chair  has 
examined  the  language  and  finds  that 
this  is  purely  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  and,  therefore,  must  sustain 
the  point  of  order. 

The  point  of  order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  same  point  of  order  against  the 
language  on  page  28  of  the  bill  beginning 
in  line  10  and  continuing  through  the 
balance  of  the  paragraph,  and  reading  as 
follows; 

Provided  further,  That  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  Is  authorized  to  operate  facilities  at  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  for  the  sale  of 
meals  to  employees  and  others  at  rates  de¬ 
termined  by  him  to  be  sufficient  to  recover 
the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  shall  be  credited  to  this  appropria¬ 
tion. 

The  argument  is  the  same,  that  the 
Surgeon  General  is  required  to  ent^r  into 
other  and  additional  activities.  He  is 
required  by  that  language  to  operate  a 
cafeteria  or  restaurant. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  care  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  only  reason  I 
can  give  in  respect  to  this  language  is 
the  same  as  that  already  given,  that  this 
permits  the  Institutes  of  Health  to  run 
a  cafeteria  and  to  be  reimbursed  for  the 
cost  of  rimning  it. 

Striking  out  this  amendment  will  only 
increase  the  cost.  The  gentleman  by 
making  his  point  of  order  is  going  in 
reverse. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  Chair  must  hold  that  the  same 
reasoning  that  applied  to  the  previous 
proviso  applies  to  this  one. 

The  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  take  this  time  because  we  have 
now  reached  in  the  bill  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health  about  which  I  have 
made  previous  remarks  stating  that 
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when  we  came  to  that  point  I  was  going 
to  offer  some  amendments.  The  atmos¬ 
phere  of  the  discussion  which  I  had  re¬ 
quested  be  kept  on  an  objective  plane, 
has  been  emotional  rather  than  objec¬ 
tive.  It  is  very  obvious  that  a  sensitive 
matter  like  this  cannot  be  discussed  ob¬ 
jectively  on  the  floor  of  the  House  at 
this  time.  I,  therefore,  will  not  offer 
these  amendments.  I  wish,  however,  to 
state  for  the  consideration  of  the  House 
that  the  true  issue  was  very  well  stated 
by  Dr.  Gerard  who  supported  the  mental 
health  program.  I  refer  my  colleagues 
to  page  41  of  the  hearings,  the  volume 
that  includes  the  statements  of  Members 
of  Congress  and  organizations  and  in¬ 
terested  individuals.  I  read  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

Dr.  Gerard.  What  magnitude  of  funds 
could  be  used  effectively  from  year  to  year 
for  such  a  developing  program  is  largely 
guess  at  the  present.  Forced  draft  could 
result  in  more  damage  than  speed;  If  too 
much  money  were  suddenly  expended,  the 
few  competent  workers  would  be  lured  here 
and  there  and  effective  work  disrupted,  and 
many  incompetent  workers  would  enter  the 
field  and  trivial  investigations  would  clutter 
up  space  and  other  resources  and  muddy  the 
literature.  On  the  other  hand,  inadequate, 
uncertain,  or  ephemeral  funds  would  prevent 
the  sound  buildup  of  personnel,  program, 
and  facilities,  especially  for  the  longer  range 
-goals  indicated  earlier.  I  am  sure  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  reason,  from  past  performance,  to 
trust  the  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health  and  the  Psychopharmacology  Service 
Center  and  their  advisers  to  handle  with  re¬ 
sponsibility  funds  made  available  to  them. 

That  states  the  issue.  The  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wolverton] 
asked  us  to  read  the  testimony.  I  have 
read  the  testimony,  and  what  alarms 
me  is  that  the  basic  issue  that  ought  to 
be  considered  objectively  was  not  dis¬ 
cussed  by  the  witnesses  in  the  hearings. 
This  is  not  a  question  of  who  is  for  or 
against  cancer,  heart  disease,  or  any  of 
these  other  crippling  diseases.  It  should 
be  unnecessary  to  say  that,  of  course,  we 
are  all  against  these  social  evils.  It  is 
a  question  of  how  we  should  go  about 
combating  these  diseases.  What  is  to 
be  the  relationship  and  balance  between 
private  enterprise,  the  State  and  local 
programs,  and  the  Federal  program? 
What  are  the  Federal  programs  to  be? 
Indeed,  we  can  damage  this  program  if 
we  go  about  it  in  a  blind  way  and  on  an 
appeal  solely  to  emotion.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  last  year  it  was  very  obvious  that 
we  went  too  fast.  We  doubled  the 
amount  available  in  these  programs  in 
1957  over  1956.  This  was  $50  million 
more  than  the  administration  recom¬ 
mended.  The  planning  was  consider¬ 
ably  behind  the  appropriation.  Ten 
million  dollars  of  the  appropriation  will 
be  turned  back  as  unobligated  and  un¬ 
expended  this  June  30.  That  is  the 
kind  of  procedure  that  can  damage  these 
programs  we  say  we  are  for.  If  we 
really  wish  to  further  these  programs 
we  must  consider  them  carefully. 

My  hope  is  that  in  the  ensuing  months 
we  will  start  thinking  about  these  mat¬ 
ters  objectively.  Members  should  be 
able  to  come  down  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  to  discuss  the  details  and  get 
into  the  meat  of  these  programs  without 


being  accused  of  trying  to  wreck  the 
program  or  of  not  being  interested  in  it. 
The  hearings  should  go  into  the  details 
of  the  programs  instead  of  merely  setting 
forth  generalities,  which  may  or  may  not 
be  well  founded. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  every  one  of 
these  are  open-end  programs.  They  are 
authorized  and  there  is  no  Umit  to  where 
they  can  go  except  by  appropriations. 
We  see  an  example  on  page  44  of  how  far 
we  have  gone: 

Mr.  Fogarty.  Doctor,  what  about  the  ad¬ 
visability  o£  a  rabbi,  a  minister,  or  a  priest 
receiving  some  psychiatric  training?  Are 
we  doing  more  of  that  than  we  used  to? 

Dr.  Braceland.  Very  much.  There  is  an 
academy  now  dealing  in  psychiatry.  It  has 
a  full-time  secretary  in  the  office  and  men 
from  all  denominations  are  in  there.  They 
have  received  fimds. 

It  could  be  argued  that  might  be  a 
meritorious  program,  but  that  should  not 
be  decided  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  Those  matters  are  all  matters 
to  be  decided  by  legislative  committees  to 
sese  where  and  how  far  we  are  going 
with  these  programs  and  how  we  can 
keep  our  Federal  programs  in  proper  bal¬ 
ance  with  private  enteiprise  and  local 
governments.  If  we  do  not  start  think¬ 
ing  along  these  lines  pretty  soon,  we  will 
badly  damage  these  overall  programs. 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  in  the  Record  prior  to  the 
vote  on  the  water-pollution-treatment 
amendment.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  disagree  thoroughly 
with  the  gentleman  from  Missouri.  My 
only  regret  is  we  do  not  have  more  money 
in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  than 
we  have  this  year.  I  think  if  we  did  have 
we  could  spend  it  wisely  and  expeditiously 
and  we  could  do  a  much  better  job  with 
it  and  save  many  lives. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Why  then 
in  the  hearings  did  not  the  gentleman 
and  his  committee  go  into  these  details 
so  that  a  person  reading  the  hearings 
could  find  out  what  was  being  done  in 
private  work  compared  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  what  the  ratio  is,  for  example, 
what  is  being  done  here  and  what  is  being 
done  there?  You  can  read  all  of  the 
testimony  and  all  there  is  to  it  is  a  lot 
of  fine  generalities  which  we  all  agree 
with  but  none  of  the  details  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  are  set  forth,  for  instance  as  to 
what  the  Federal  Government  is  doing 
and  what  is  being  done  locally  in  the 
schools,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Maybe  there  is  not 
as  much  detail  as  the  gentleman  would 
like,  but  if  he  would  go  back  10  years 
and  read  the  history  of  these  appropria¬ 
tions,  he  would  have  every  detail  he 
wanted. 

We  did  not  arrive  at  these  figures 
on  the  basis  of  testimony  of  just  so- 
called  bureaucrats  in  Government.  We 
brought  in  some  of  the  best  doctors 
in  the  world.  If  the  gentleman  can 
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-  bring  in  any  doctor  who  will  refute  any¬ 
thing  that  has  been  said,  or  quote  some 
doctor  friend  of  his  that  has  more  knowl¬ 
edge  on  these  subjects  than  we  have,  I 
welcome  the  gentleman  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  our  committee. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  can  assure 
the  gentleman  I  will  be  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  next  year.  Let  me  say  this:  The 
doctors  are  very  fine  men,  but  the  state¬ 
ments  of  those  doctors  deal  only  in  what 
we  might  term  as  glittering  generalities. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  disagree  with  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  That  is  my 
conclusion.  Of  course,  the  gentleman 
can  disagree.  I  want  to  say  that  this 
is  a  field  in  which  I  am  not  completely 
inexperienced.  It  is  a  field  with  which 
I  am  deeply  concerned.  My  information 
does  not  rest  on  what  is  in  the  hearings. 
But  there  is  only  one  way  we  are  going 
to  have  these  programs.  I  know  the 
gentleman  is  sincerely  interested  in 
them,  but  we  have  to  go  into  them  ob¬ 
jectively  and  remove  the  emotional  talk 
that  goes  with  this  and  grant  to  those 
who  disagree  with  the  gentleman  a  hear¬ 
ing.  They  are  also  interested. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  can  charge  any  of  us  with 
emotionalism.  We  are  out  trying  to 
provide  funds  for  research  that  will  save 
lives  and  help  persons  who  are  afflicted 
with  physical  problems.  As  an  example, 
I  should  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  dis¬ 
cuss  one  of  the  most  serious  public - 
health  problems  facing  America  today. 
I  refer  specifically  to  the  problem  of 
hearing  disorders  and  to  the  lack  of  ade¬ 
quate  research  efforts  to  cope  with  it. 

Today  there  are  an  estimated  15  mil¬ 
lion  Americans — men,  women,  and  chil¬ 
dren — with  some  sort  of  hearing  defect. 
Of  this  number,  about  4  million  are  seri¬ 
ously  handicapped  and  about  170,000  are 
totally  deaf.  In  short,  there  are  more 
Americans  Avith  hearing  defects  than 
there  are  with  virtually  any  other  type 
of  disorder  to  which  man  is  exposed. 

What  are  we  doing  about  this  terrible 
problem?  Very,  very  little.  We  have, 
in  fact,  barely  begun  to  develop  the 
knowledge  and  techniques  we  must  have 
if  we  are  to  understand  the  nature  and 
causes  of  deafness  and  if  we  are  to  de¬ 
velop  truly  effective  preventive  meas¬ 
ures  and  treatments. 

Granted,  a  good  deal  is  being,  accom¬ 
plished  through  the  nationwide  rehabili¬ 
tation  program.  Progress  is  being  made 
to  restore  many  of  those  with  hearing 
disabilities  to  productive  lives  and  I  think 
there  will  be  even  greater  progress  as 
the  rehabilitation  effort  gains  momen¬ 
tum. 

But  this  does  not  begin  to  take  the 
measure  of  the  hearing  problem  in  Amer¬ 
ica.  It  does  not  begin  to  reduce  the  so¬ 
cial  and  economic  strain  focused  upon 
the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people 
with  severe  hearing  loss.  It  does  not 
make  jobs  for  many  who  could  hold  them 
if  some  way  could  be  found  to  compen¬ 
sate  for  deafness — some  way  which  was 
consistent  with  their  skills  as  well  as 
with  the  needs  of  the  prospective  em¬ 
ployer. 
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And,  most  certainly,  the  rehabilitation 
effort — as  fine  as  it  is — is  not  the  answer 
to  the  hearing  problems  which  will  con¬ 
front  the  generations  of  the  future. 

No,  the  basic,  long-range  answer  to 
the  hearing  problem  lies  in  better  under¬ 
standing  of  the  nature  and  causes  of 
deafness  and  in  the  development  of 
means  of  effectively  treating  or  prevent¬ 
ing  hearing  defects.  And  this  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  for  medical  research. 

Most  of  us  here  are  well  aware  that 
the  National  Institute  of  Neurological 
Diseases  and  Blindness  in  Bethesda,  Md., 
is  conducting  a  broad-based  research  at¬ 
tack  against  the  neurological  and  sen¬ 
sory  diseases.  The  Institute’s  program 
has  been  in  full  operation  for  only  3  years 
and  many  advances  have  been  made 
against  the  major  neurological  maimers 
and  killers  in  that  time.  But  3  years  is 
not  a  very  long  time  and  there  are  some 
disorders  of  the  senses  in  which  research 
efforts  are  just  getting  under  way. 

Hearing  research  is  one  of  these  areas 
in  which  very  little  has  been  done.  'This 
applies  not  only  to  the  Institute  but  to 
research  organizations  throughout  the 
country.  The  Institute  has  made  some 
modest  beginnings  during  the  current 
fiscal  year.  Something  in  excess  of 
$400,000  has  been  awarded  for  hearing 
research  grants  and,  as  of  February, 
three  grants  had  been  made  for  the 
training  of  hearing  researchers. 

But,  as  I  have  said,  this  is  only  a  be¬ 
ginning.  In  light  of  the  tremendous 
problem  posed  by  hearing  defects,  the 
time  has  come  to  develop  a  full-fledged, 
coordinated  program  in  hearing  re¬ 
search.  The  time  has  come  to  devote 
enough  money  to  meet  and  solve  a  prob¬ 
lem  whose  cost  cannot  begin  to  be  meas¬ 
ured  in  hxunan,  social  and  economic 
terms. 

Consider,  if  you  will,  some  of  the  many 
gaps  in  hearing  research — the  research 
areas  in  which  little  or  nothing  has  been 
done.  There  is  a  vital  need  to  study  and 
understand  the  nerve  system  that  con¬ 
nects  the  hearing  organ  and  the  brain. 
We  do  not,  in  fact,  know  what  the  spe¬ 
cific  function  of  the  brain  is  in  the  hear¬ 
ing  process  and — only  in  the  past  year — 
research  at  the  National  Institute  of 
Neurological  Diseases  and  Blindness  has 
shown  that  the  brain’s  role  in  that  proc¬ 
ess  is  very  different  from  what  most  of 
us  had  been  led  to  believe  over  the  past 
20  years. 

Another  area  of  hearing  research 
which  had  been  greatly  neglected  had  to 
do  with  the  development  of  new  elec¬ 
tronic  techniques  for  analysis  of  the 
hearing  system.  Stijl  other  neglected 
areas  involve  the  relationship  between 
deafness  and  psychological  factors,  the 
neurological  aspects  of  deafness,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  noise  upon  the  hearing  process 
and  the  evaluation  of  surgery  as  a  means 
of  coping  with  hearing  disorders. 

There  are  many  other  gap  areas  as 
well  but  these,  I  think,  illustrate  all  too 
clearly  the  scope  of  the  hearing  prob¬ 
lem  and  of  the  research  required  to  meet 
it.  Clearly,  however,  we  cannot  separate 
the  research  effort  from  the  skilled  man¬ 
power  needed  to  carry  it  forward.  There 
is  a  pressing  need  for  both  investigators 
and  for  teachers  in  the  hearing  field. 


There  is  a  need  to  develop  and  support 
well-rounded  graduate  teaching  pro¬ 
grams.  There  is  a  need  to  further  pur¬ 
sue  our  evaluation  of  training  resources 
in  this  country  and  to  encourage  their 
development  and  expansion.  There  is  a 
vital  need  for  more  fellowships  and 
traineeships  at  the  graduate  level — for 
funds  which  would  give  us  more  research 
specialists  in  hearing  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

Are  we  to  stand  idly  by  amidst  15  mil¬ 
lion  Americans  with  hearing  defects, 
amidst  4  million  with  severe  hearing 
handicaps?  Can  we  afford  to  be  penny 
wise  and  dollar  foolish?  Are  we  to  be 
satisfied  with  cutting  costs  even  if  it 
means  relegating  the  productive  capac¬ 
ity  of  millions  of  our  fellow  citizens  to 
the  occupational  dust  heap?  Are  we, 
then,  at  the  point  where  we  can  justify 
a  failure  to  appropriate  adequate  funds 
with  no  reference  to  what  the  failure 
will  cost  in  human  and  social  temis? 

I  say  the  answer  is  “No.”  I  say  that, 
both  as  legislators  devoted  to  our  coun¬ 
try  and  as  human  beings  devoted  to  the 
welfare  of  our  people,  we  have  no  re¬ 
course  but  to  do  something  about  this 
hearing  problem  and  to  do  it  now. 

Today,  the  facilities  stand  ready  in 
many  parts  of  the  country  to  do  the 
research  demanded  by  the  hearing  prob¬ 
lem.  Given  the  kind  of  support  which 
only  the  Congress  can  give,  these  facil¬ 
ities  will  do  this  research  and  many 
others  will  shortly  join  them. 

Today,  the  National  Institute  of 
Neurological  Diseases  and  Blindness  has 
the  basic  facilities  to  take  on  the  kind 
of  expanded  hearing  research  program 
which  both  conscience  and  necessity  de¬ 
mand  of  us.  Given  the  proper  support, 
the  Institute,  I  am  sure,  will  not  only  de¬ 
velop  the  kind  of  program  we  need  but 
will  also  serve — through  its  grants-in- 
aid  program — as  a  coordinating  influ¬ 
ence  which  will  bring  research  organiza¬ 
tions  throughout  the  country  into  the 
hearing  research  fold.  And,  I  might 
add,  that  this  would  be  done  in  a  manner 
fully  consistent  with  the  freedom  of  in¬ 
vestigation  of  both  the  cooperating  in¬ 
stitutions  and  of  the  individual  re¬ 
searchers. 

Today,  there  are  a  half  dozen  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  equipped  to  take  on 
the  full-time  training  of  research  in¬ 
vestigators  and  teachers  in  the  hearing 
field.  I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the 
list  would  double  in  a  matter  of  months 
given  the  necessary  grant-in-aid  sup¬ 
port. 

I  think  the  case  for  a  well-rounded 
hearing  research  program  speaks  for  it¬ 
self.  I  know  that  we  owe  it  to  ourselves, 
to  our  country,  and  to  our  fellow  Ameri¬ 
cans  with  and  without  hearing  handi¬ 
caps  to  make  that  program  a  reality  at 
the  earliest  possible  time.  That  is  why  I 
have  taken  steps  this  year  to  start  some 
form  of  action  to  assist  these  people  who 
are  in  need  of  our  help.  With  the  co¬ 
operation  of  the  committee  we  have  ap¬ 
propriated  $620,000  this  year  to  make  a 
start  on  such  a  program. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 
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Mr.  WOLVERTON.  The  most  en¬ 
couraging  thing  that  I  have  heard  here 
during  these  days  of  debate  is  the  state¬ 
ment  that  was  just  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  when  he  addressed 
the  House  in  which  he  said  that  although 
he  had  previously  indicated  that  he 
would  introduce  amendments  with  re¬ 
spect  to  these  important  research  activ¬ 
ities  of  the  Department  of  Health,  upon 
further  consideration  he  had  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  he  would  not  do  so.  This 
will  enable  the  appropriations  in  the  bill 
to  stand  as  they  are.  Now,  I  do  not 
wish  to  get  into  any  argmnent  with  him 
for  fear  that  he  may  change  his  mind. 
I  am  perfectly  satisfied  to  let  it  stay 
right  where  it  is.  I  think  he  has  shown 
unusually  good  judgment  in  the  state¬ 
ment  that  he  has  made  to  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  when 
the  roll  call  is  held  in  the  House  on  some 
of  the  amendments  adopted  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  there  will  be 
others  like  him  who  will  feel  that  it  is 
best  for  them  to  change  their  minds  and 
vote  against  the  amendments.  Now,  I 
do  commend  him  for  the  statement  that 
he  has  made  not  only  in  not  moving  the 
amendments  but  that  he  will  give  the 
matter  further  study,  and  I  certainly 
hope  that  those  who  have  been  voting 
in  a  way  that  has  indicated  to  me  that 
they  had  not  given  very  great  study  to 
this  matter  will  follow  his  leadership  and 
give  the  matter  the  further  study  that 
the  importance  of  it  entitles  it  to  have. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  On  page  28,  lines  2 
and  3,  “not  to  exceed  $2,500  for  enter¬ 
tainment  of  visiting  scientists  when  spe¬ 
cifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  order 
comes  too  late.  There  has  been  a  great 
deal  of  debate  on  the  rest  of  the  para¬ 
graph. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  like  a  good  many  of 
my  colleagues,  I  have  listened  patiently 
throughout  this  debate  which  has  cre¬ 
ated  far  more  heat  than  logic,  which  I 
regret  very  much.  Most  of  the  talk  has 
appealed  to  the  emotions  and  the  excite¬ 
ment  of  the  Members. 

Yesterday  we  heard  this  from  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  subcomit- 
tee.  He  said: 

If  you  have  a  child  10  years  old  today  and 
you  have  another  child  born  tomorrow,  that 
child  born  tomorrow  is  expected  to  live  10 
years  longer  than  the  10-year-old  child  today. 

Now,  surely  he  did  not  mean  that  be¬ 
cause  the  son  was  born  10  years  later 
that  he  was  expected  to  live  10  years 
longer.  He  wanted  us  to  believe  that  in 
the  last  10  years  we  had  added  to  the 
expectancy  of  life  10  years. 

So,  I  called  up  the  actuary  at  the 
social  security  to  find  out  the  facts, 
and  here  are  the  facts.  In  1929  the 
expectancy  was  57.1  years;  in  1944  it 
was  65.2;  in  1954  it  was  69.6  years.  In 
other  words,  in  25  years  we  have  added 
12.5  years  to  the  life  expectancy.  In 
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the  last  10  y.ears  we  have  added  a  little 
over  4  years  in  life  expectancy. 

Again  the  other  day  in  the  debate  on 
one  of  these  items  the  distinguished 
chairman,  in  regard  to  the  category  al¬ 
lergy,  said  that  these  two  Institutes  ex¬ 
pended  all  of  their  funds.  I  called  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  find  out  about 
that  case.  In  1936  they  spent  $7,575,- 
000.  In  1957,  the  current  fiscal  year, 
the  appropriation  was  $13,299,000.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  infonned  me  that 
there  is  $400,000  in  that  account  which 
cannot  be  expended  this  year.  The  new 
appropriation  is  $17,400,000  and  of  that 
amount  $1,400,000  cannot  be  used.  They 
do  not  need  the  $1,400,000  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  informs  me  that  they 
could  not  use  it.  I  was  going  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  this  item  on  allergy, 
but  there  is  no  use  of  doing  so,  because 
all  one  receives  when  he  tries  to  suggest 
anything  here  is  a  threat  of  a  rollcall. 
Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  this:  I  would 
not  ask  any  bureau  or  any  agency  of 
this  Government  to  tighten  its  belt  any 
more  than  I  would  be  willing  to  tighten 
my  own  as  a  Congressman.  And  I  hope 
that  when  the  legislative  appropriation 
bill  comes  before  us  we  will  have  the 
good  judgment  to  cut  the  fat  out  of 
that  bill.  I  would  also  like  to  see  a 
rollcall  on  the  question  of  our  new  office 
building,  on  which  I  personally  never 
had  an  opportunity  to  vote. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  know  where 
the  gentleman  got  his  information,  but 
he,  or  someone  he  is  quoting,  certainly 
misrepresented  the  facts.  As  far  as  the 
National  Institute  for  Allergy  and  Infec¬ 
tious  Diseases  is  concerned,  if  he  got 
them  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
they  did  not  give  him  the  correct  figures, 
because  by  the  end  of  this  year  that  In¬ 
stitute  will  have  no  unobligated  balances. 
They  already  have  more  applications  for 
research  grants  than  they  have  money 
to  cover.  Furthermore,  I  am  amazed 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  now  states 
that  $1,400,000  of  the  amount  approved 
by  them  and  sent  to  the  Congress  can¬ 
not  be  used.  How  can  they  know  at  this 
time  what  applications  will  be  received 
or  approved  in  1958? 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  I  got  these  figures 
from  the  assistant  in  Mr.  Merriam’s 
office. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  care  where 
the  gentleman  got  them.  The  fact  is 
that  in  that  particular  Institute  they 
have  more  applications  approved  for  re¬ 
search  this  year  than  they  have  money 
for.  That  is  one  of  the  Institutes  that 
ran  out  of  money  as  far  as  applications 
are  concerned. 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  I  shall  have  these 
figures  confirmed  and  bring  them  back 
here  tomorrow. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  may 
quote  me  and  tell  his  informant  that  I 
say  that  he  does  not  know  what  he  is 
talking  about  as  far  as  unobligated  bal¬ 
ances  are  concerned  at  the  end  of  this 
fiscal  year. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the 
Surgeon  General,  upon  the  recommenda¬ 


tions  of  the  National  Advisory  Cancer  Coun¬ 
cil,  to  make  grants-ln-ald  for  research  and 
training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  co¬ 
operate  with  State  health  agencies,  and  other 
public  and  private  nonprofit  Institutions,  in 
the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
cancer  by  providing  constructive  services, 
demonstrations,  and  grants-ln-aid;  and  to 
contract  for  supplies  and  services  by  nego¬ 
tiation,  without  regard  to  section  3709  of  the 
revised  statutes,  in  connection  with  the 
chemotherapy  program;  and  to  otherwise 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part 
A,  of  the  act;  $46,902,000. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  listened 
very  intently  to  the  gentleman’s  discus¬ 
sion  here  a  moment  ago  about  examin¬ 
ing  everything  closely,  screening  care¬ 
fully  all  items  in  this  health  welfare 
bill.  However,  let  me  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  that  just  a  few 
weeks  ago  in  this  House  almost  every¬ 
body  voted  for  $200  million  for  the  Mid¬ 
dle  East.  Nobody  even  questioned  it  to 
any  extent.  Nobody  knew  what  it  was 
for  or  where  or  how  it  was  going  to  be 
spent,  other  than  just  it  was  for  $200 
million.  But  what  concerns  me  is  the 
fact  that  the  Members  are  getting  a  bit 
extreme  about  every  little  item  here 
v/hich  concerns  the  national  health  and 
welfare  of  our  own  people,  our  own  folks, 
right  here  in  our  own  backyards. 

There  was  no  hesitancy  at  all  in  vot¬ 
ing  $200  million  for  the  Middle  East,  and 
I  doubt  if  there  will  be  any  prolonged 
debate  on  the  $4,400,000  for  foreign  aid. 
I  sincerely  hope  that  the  $4  billion  for¬ 
eign-aid  bill  will  be  as  carefully  scruti¬ 
nized  as  this  bill  we  have  before  us  today. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities:  For 
expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  the  act  relating  to  neurology  and  blind¬ 
ness,  $18,887,000. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
more  than  4  million  Americans — men, 
women,  and  children — who  are  mentally 
retarded.  An  estimated  million  and  a 
half  of  our  countrymen  are  afflicted  by 
epilepsy.  More  than  2  million  are  the 
victims  of  crippling  cerebral  palsy. 

It  is  true  that  many  of  those  so  af¬ 
flicted  have  been  helped  to  become  pro¬ 
ductive  human  beings  through  modern 
rehabilitation  methods.  It  is  true  that 
rehabilitation  has  opened  the  way  to  a 
decent  life  for  many  of  our  handicapped 
people  even  as  it  has  added  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  potential  of  the  Nation 
as  a  whole.  I  think  that  all  of  us  here 
would  agree  that  the  progress  in  this 
respect  has  been  most  heartening. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  well  advised 
to  remember  that  the  ultimate  answer  to 
the  problem  posed  by  cerebral  palsy, 
multiple  sclerosis,  mental  retardation, 
epilepsy,  and  similar  conditions  lies  in 
medical  research.  The  answer  lies  in 
better  understanding  of  the  nature  and 
causes  of  these  disorders  and  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  fully  effective  preventives 
and  cures. 


We  owe  it  to  those  afflicted,  to  the 
Nation,  and — yes,  to  ourselves — to  foster 
the  finding  of  that  answer  at  the  earliest 
possible  time.  For  the  tragedy  of  these 
diseases  is  beyond  measurement  in  social 
and  human  terms  if,  indeed,  it  can  be 
measured  at  all.  And  the  cost  in  terms 
of  wasted  resources  and  productive  po¬ 
tential  is  tremendous. 

Fortunately,  there  is  a  program  now 
underway  which  may  well  bring  the  pre¬ 
vention  or  more  effective  treatment  of 
mental  retardation,  cerebral  palsy,  and 
allied  diseases  a  generation  closer  to 
realization  if  we  but  give  it  our  support. 
I  refer  to  the  nationwide  collaborative 
investigation  being  carried  on  under  the 
auspices  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Neurological  Diseases  and  Blindness  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

There  are  now  some  nine  medical  in¬ 
stitutions  cooperating  with  the  institute 
in  this  great  research  effort  which — 
when  in  full  swing — ^will  bring  about 
150,000  women  and  babies  under  study. 
The  investigation  is  designed  to  find  out 
everything  possible  about  what  goes  on 
in  that  crucial  period  from  roughly  1 
month  after  a  baby  is  conceived  to  about 
1  month  after  it  is  born.  The  doctors 
have  a  term  for  this  span  of  time.  They 
call  it  the  prenatal  period. 

Today  we  know  that  diseases  like  cere¬ 
bral  palsy  and  mental  retardation  gen¬ 
erally  have  their  beginnings  in  the  peri¬ 
natal  period.  We  know  that  a  wide  va¬ 
riety  of  deadly  factors — factors  like  lack 
of  oxygen,  injury  at  birth,  diseases  in 
the  mother — play  a  role  in  causing  these 
crippling  diseases. 

But  we  do  not  know  exactly  what  this 
role  is.  We  do  not  know  exactly  how 
and  why  these  influences  bring  on  any 
given  neurological  disorder.  We  do  not 
know  their  relative  importance  as  caus¬ 
ative  agents.  And  we  cannot  hope  for 
prevention  or  cure  until  we  know  these 
things. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  to  find  the 
basic  answers  we  seek,  if  we  are  to  wipe 
out  these  terrible  blights  upon  human¬ 
ity,  we  must  support  the  medical-re¬ 
search  program  dedicated  to  these  ends. 
We  must  support  broad-scale  collabora¬ 
tive  investigations,  like  that  directed  to 
the  perinatal  period.  These  men  of  sci¬ 
ence  deserve  our  every  consideration  so 
their  great  work  can  go  forward. 

Ml'.  Chairman,  we  must  pay  a  reason¬ 
able  price  for  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  American  people.  The  funds  re¬ 
quested  for  medical  research  in  the  bill 
now  before  this  committee  are  well 
within  the  rule  of  reason. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers:  For 
retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  law,  and  payments  under  the 
Uniformed  Services  Contingency  Option  Act 
of  1953,  such  amount  as  may  be  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  against  that 
paragraph  beginning  at  line  9  and  i-un- 
ning  down  to  line  13.  The  paragraph 
does  not  carry  any  amount  at  all.  I 
would  have  no  objection  to  the  para¬ 
graph  if  it  did,  but  it  states  “such  amount 
as  may  be  required  during  the  current 
fiscal  year.”  It  stops  there,  so  it  requires 
someone  in  the  Government  somewhere 
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along  the  line  to  make  an  investigation 
and  determine  what  amount  is  neces¬ 
sary. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  care  to  be  heard  on 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  These  funds  are  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  basic  law  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  have  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  clear  up  the  meaning  of  that  line 
12,  beginning  with  the  words  “such 
amount  as  may  be  required  during  the 
current  fiscal  year.”  Just  what  does  that 
mean? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  far  as  the  retire¬ 
ment  pay  of  commissioned  officers  is  con¬ 
cerned,  the  retirement  pay  is  fixed  by 
law.  When  they  reach  the  retirement 
age  we  are  obligated  to  pay  them  retire¬ 
ment  at  that  age,  and  it  is  an  indefinite 
appropriation  for  that  purpose.  The 
basic  law  spells  out  how  old  an  officer  has 
to  be,  and  with  how  many  years  of  serv¬ 
ice.  When  he  reaches  that  age  and  has 
the  required  number  of  years  of  service 
we  are  obligated  to  pay  that  amount.  It 
does  not  make  any  difference  how  many 
men  there  are  who  reach  the  retirement 
age  in  one  certain  year,  we  have  to  pay 
that  amount  whatever  it  may  be. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  no  fixed 
amount  being  set  out  in  the  bill,  this  is 
purely  legislative  language  calling  upon 
someone  to  do  something  before  this 
money  is  paid.  The  Chair  therefore  must 
sustain  the  point  of  order. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions 
and  offices  of  the  Office  of  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for 
elsewhere.  Including  preparing  information, 
articles,  and  publications  related  to  public 
health;  and  conducting  studies  and  demon¬ 
strations  in  public  health  methods;  $5,100,- 
000. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  simply  for 
the  purpose  of  placing  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  an  explanation  of  the  cut  that 
was  made  in  the  appropriation  for  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  Wednesday  March 
27,  page  6,  line  5  of  the  bill.  Many  of 
the  Members  have  asked  that  an  expla¬ 
nation  of  what  that  cut  amounted  to  be 
placed  in  the  Record  so  that  they  could 
read  it.  Being  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means,  from  which 
this  particular  legislation  came,  I  am 
placing  this  explanation  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  for  anyone  to  read. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  record  and  in 
the  interest  of  making  the  truth  avail¬ 
able  to  the  American  people  I  feel  con¬ 
strained  to  factually  refer  to  an  action 
taken  by  this  distinguished  committee  on 
March  27,  1957,  during  its  deliberations 
on  H.  R.  6287,  the  appropriation  bill  for 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare.  I  will  make  specific  reference  to 
the  portion  of  the  bill  beginning  on  page 
5  providing  funds  for  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  in  the  Department  of 
Labor, 


Before  beginning  my  discussion  of  the 
committee  action  it  might  be  well  to 
briefly  recall  how  the  unemployment 
compensation  program  operates.  The 
Federal  unemployment  tax  is  a  3  per¬ 
cent  tax  levied  upon  payrolls  of  em¬ 
ployers  of  4  or  more  workers  during  20 
weeks  in  a  year  in  all  but  certain  speci¬ 
fied  categories  of  employment.  The  tax 
is  applicable  to  the  first  $3,000  of  an¬ 
nual  income  of  workers.  The  employer 
is  permitted  to  offset  up  to  90  percent 
of  the  Federal  tax — 2.7  percent  of  tax¬ 
able  payrolls — with  State  unemployment 
insurance  taxes  and  is  also  permitted  to 
include  in  the  offset  any  State  tax  sav¬ 
ings  that  are  allowed  him  imder  the  law 
of  his  State.  Generally  speaking  this 
means  that  the  proceeds  of  the  Federal 
Government  amount  to  10  percent  of  the 
3  percent  unemployment  tax  or  0.3  per¬ 
cent  of  taxable  payrolls.  The  Federal 
collections  from  this  tax  are  used  to  de¬ 
fray  Federal  and  State  administrative 
expenses,  and  to  maintain  a  $200  million 
revolving  fund  used  as  a  loan  fund  to 
assist  States  having  insufficient  funds 
for  maintaining  the  State  unemploy¬ 
ment-compensation  program.  Excess 
collections  not  necessary  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  these  Federal  functions  are  re¬ 
turned  on  a  pro  rata  basis  to  the  States. 

Against  that  background  let  us  ex¬ 
amine  the  effect  of  an  amendment 
adopted  by  this  committee  on  March  27, 
1957,  to  H.  R.  6287  whereby  an  amount 
of  $262  million  that  was  set  forth  on 
page  6,  line  5  of  the  bill,  was  reduced 
to  $249,814,000.  This  amount  provided 
grants  to  States  for  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  and  employment  service  ad¬ 
ministration.  It  should  be  stressed  that 
these  funds  relate  only  to  administrative 
costs  of  the  program  and  do  not  affect 
the  funds  available  for  benefit  purposes. 

The  administration  had  requested 
$270  million  for  this  function  and  the 
House  Appropriation  Committee  had  re¬ 
duced  that  amount -to  $262  million  as 
indicated  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  that 
committee.  The  action  taken  in  this 
body  on  March  27  to  reduce  the  appro¬ 
priation  to  an  amount  slightly  under 
$250  million  would  have  the  effect  of 
making  available  to  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  approximately  the 
same  amount  of  funds  that  was  avail¬ 
able  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1957. 

It  should  be  realized  that  the  money 
appropriated  for  this  purpose  comes 
from  the  Federal  unemployment  ac¬ 
count  and  that  all  the  money  paid  into 
the  Federal  unemployment  account  from 
the  Federal  3-percent  tax  is  used  exclu¬ 
sively  for  the  unemployment-insurance 
program.  As  I  have  previously  ex¬ 
plained,  excess  collections  under  this  tax 
are  returned  to  the  States  and  the  States 
use  such  refunds  either  for  the  payment 
of  unemployment  insurance  benefits,  for 
the  strengthening  of  the  State  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  fund,  or  for  State 
expenses  in  administering  the  program. 
Therefore,  it  is  apparent  that  charges 
made  to  the  effect  that  the  action  by  this 
body  in  reducing  the  funds  available  for 
grants  to  the  States  to  slightly  under 
$250  million  will  jeopardize  the  payment 
of  unemployment  compensation  benefits 
cannot  be  sustained  by  an  examination 
of  the  true  facts. 


Instead  of  weakening  the  program,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  suggest  this  action  will 
actually  strengthen  the  State  operation 
of  the  respective  State  unemployment 
insurance  programs.  The  States  will  re¬ 
ceive  larger  pro  rata  refunds  and  the 
States  will  have  the  authority  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  such  refunds  shall  be  used 
for  benefit  purposes  or  for  administra¬ 
tion  purposes  rather  than  have  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  impose  on  the  States 
an  obligation  to  spend  more  solely  for 
administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  proud  of  the  rec¬ 
ord  the  Congress  has  made  in  strength¬ 
ening  the  Federal  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance  laws  since  I  have  been  privileged  to 
serve  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
That  record  may  be  summarized  to  in¬ 
clude,  first,  improved  fiscal  management 
of  unemployment  insurance  funds;  sec¬ 
ond,  extension  of  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance  coverage  to  an  approximate  4  mil¬ 
lion  additional  workers;  third,  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  coverage  accorded  maritime 
workers;  and  fourth.  Federal  action  to 
strengthen  the  operation  of  State  unem- 
plosunent  insurance  programs.  Much  of 
this  legislation  was  enacted  during  the 
83d  Congress  and  bears  the  name  of  a 
distinguished  Member  of  this  body  as 
author  and  principal  sponsor.  I  refer 
to  my  distinguished  committee  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Daniel  A.  Reed.  Support  for  this 
legislation  was  bipartisan  just  as  support 
for  the  amendment  adopts  by  this  body 
on  March  27  was  also  bipartisan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  apologize  for  taking  the 
time  of  this  Committee  in  this  manner, 
but  I  thought  it  important  that  the  facts 
be  made  a  matter  of  record  without  dis¬ 
tortion  and  without  bias. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word,  in  order 
to  remind  the  Members  that  on  last 
Thursday  I  did  place  in  the  Record  just 
exactly  what  this  cut  in  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  can  mean.  I  also 
explained  then  that  when  you  voted  to 
cut  these  expenses  you  were  not  taking 
anything  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury  at 
all.  You  were  not  at  all  affecting  the 
rate  of  taxes  paid  as  far  as  Federal  taxes 
were  concerned.  This  money  all  comes 
,  out  of  the  three-tenths  of  1  percent  that 
is  paid  into  the  fund  by  the  employers  of 
this  country. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  think 
when  the  gentleman  reads  my  statement 
he  will  find  that  it  accurately  explains 
what  the  cut  is.  The  gentleman  can 
make  his  remarks  at  that  time.  That  is 
why  I  put  this  explanation  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  we  spelled 
out  in  the  report  what  these  expendi¬ 
tures  were  for.  They  were  for  that  spe¬ 
cific  purpose  and  no  other  purpose,  re¬ 
gardless  of  what  the  gentleman’s 
explanation  may  be. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Anyone  can 
read  the  material  for  himself. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses;  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
the  hospital,  including  clothing  for  patients. 
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and  cooperation  with  organizations  or  in¬ 
dividuals  In  the  scientific  research  into  the 
nature,  causes,  prevention  and  treatment  of 
mental  illness,  $3  million. 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  build¬ 
ings  and  grounds:  For  miscellaneous  con¬ 
struction.  alterations,  repairs,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital.  In¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions,  advertising,  and  supervision  of  con¬ 
struction  $55,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of 
this  amount  may  be  transferred  to  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoffman:  On 
page  31,  line  8,  after  ‘T959"  strike  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  line  8  and  line  9. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  per¬ 
mit  me  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  has  charge  of  the  bill:  What 
that  last  sentence,  "Provided,  That  any 
part  of  this  amount  may  be  transferred 
to  the  General  Services  Administration” 
means.  What  was  the  purpose  of  that 
please? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  is  the  same  pro¬ 
viso  that  is  in  other  sections  of  the  bill 
where  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
the  construction  of  Federal  buildings. 
We  just  transfer  to  them  money  out  of 
these  funds  to  reimburse  them  for  the 
architects  and  for  the  work  of  inspec¬ 
tion  and  other  work  that  goes  into  the 
building  of  these  buildings.  It  is  just  a 
reimbursement  of  these  funds  to  the 
General  Services  Administration  for  the 
work  they  perform  for  this  particular 
agency.  * 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  withdraw  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  is 
withdrawn. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  \ 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For 
grants  to  States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid 
to  dependent  children,  aid  to  the  blind,  and 
aid  to  the  permanently' and  totally  disabled, 
as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42 
U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7,  subchs.  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV), 
$1,600,000,000,  of  which  such  amount  as  may 
be  necessary  shall  be  available  for  grants 
for  any  period  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  sub¬ 
sequent  to  March  31  of  that  year:  Provided, 
That  not  more  than  $104,000,000  of  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
for  expenses  of  State  and  local  administra¬ 
tion:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
to  cover  any  costs  or  State  and  local  admin¬ 
istration  incurred  prior  to  July  1,  1957. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
rise? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  CSialrman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  is  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Idaho  rise? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  has  just  been  rec¬ 
ognized  to  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cooley:  On 
page  32,  after  line  21,  Insert  the  following 
paragraph:  “Grants  to  States  for  training 
public-welfare  personnel:  For  grants  to 
States  for  increasing  the  number  of  ade¬ 
quately  trained  public-welfare  personnel 
available  for  work  in  the  public-assistance 
programs  as  authorized  by  section  705  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  $2,- 
500,000.” 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order.  I  believe  that 
section  was  passed,  but  I  will  reserve 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  was  not  passed.  My 
amendment  was  at  the  Clerk’s  desk,  but 
the  Clerk  was  reading  so  rapidly  that  he 
passed  that  section  inadvertently. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  Clerk  had  al¬ 
ready  read  the  item  of  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
$2  million. 

Mr.  (X>OLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
would  be  very  unfortunate  if  this 
amendment  were  defeated  because  of 
some  technicality  or  because  of  a  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
served  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  reserved  the  point  of  order. 
Actually,  this  Congress  authorized  this 
program.  This  program  came  from  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  I  feel 
quite  certain  that  that  great  commit¬ 
tee  gave  careful  consideration  to  the 
program  before  it  was  approved.  This 
House  has  authorized  $5  million  to  carry 
on  the  work.  The  administration  has 
been  very  modest  and  reasonable  in  its 
request.  The  request  was  for  only 
$2,500,000.  Unfortunately,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  struck  out  the 
item  and  the  only  explanation  that  is 
given  is  as  follows: 

Grants  to  States  for  training  public  wel¬ 
fare  personnel:  The  request  for  $2,500,000 
to  start  this  proposed  new  program  has  been 
disallowed. 

There  is  no  explanation  as  to  why  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  taken 
upon  itself  the  right  and  the  authority 
to  veto  an  act  of  Congress. 

This  was  an  act  of  both  Houses  of 
Congress,  and  I  maintain  that  however 
much  you  might  want  to  curtail  the 
budget  and  however  much  you  might 
be  in  favor  of  economy,  that  to  elimin¬ 
ate  this  item  would  'be  false  economy. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  should  per¬ 
mit  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
veto  the  action  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and,  likewise,  the  act  of  Con¬ 
gress  through  which  we  sought  to  start 
this  training  program. 

The  program  contemplates  a  Federal 
payment  of  80  percent  of  the  training 
program  with  the  other  20  percent  being 
paid  by  the  several  States.  My  State  of 
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North  Carolina  happens  to  be  prepared 
to  go  forward  with  the  training  program, 
and  I  am  making  an  effort  to  have  this 
item  inserted  in  the  bill  knowing  full 
well,  of  course,  that  it  will  increase  by 
$2,500,000  the  amount  provided  in  the 
overall  measure. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes;  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  would  not  in¬ 
crease  the  original  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  no. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Because  we  as  a  sub¬ 
committee  would  like  to  have  had  this 
$2,500,000.  It  was  cut  out  in  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  it  would  be  an  increase. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I,  as  chairman,  be¬ 
lieved  that  this  was  necessary,  and  also 
the  item  for  cooperative  research;  and  it 
was  on  that  basis  that  we  cut  public 
assistance  down  to  some  extent  because 
we  thought  that  this  $2,500,000  would 
provide  for  sufficient  operation  of  these 
programs. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  observations.  Actually  the 
amount  I  am  trying  to  put  into  this  bill 
now  is  only  half  the  amount  authorized. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Is  the  gentleman  sure 
this  authorization  bill  was  passed  by  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  or 
was  it  tacked  onto  some  measure  passed 
by  the  other  body? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  assuming  that  it 
came  from  the  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee.  Actually  my  recollection  is,  and 
I  checked  it  with  the  clerk  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  item  was  probably  inserted  in 
the  Senate,  was  taken  to  conference, 
brought  back  to  the  House  and  approved 
by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  Now 
the  Appropriations  Committee  because 
of  this  urgent  need  to  cut  the  budget 
has  eliminated  it  pntirely  without  any 
explanation. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  gentleman  will 
agree  that  it  did  not  originate  with  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  but 
was  tacked  on  by  the  other  body. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  admit  that  it  did  not,  but,  after  all, 
it  was  the  function  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  it  was  approved 
by  the  Members  of  this  House ;  and  I  do 
not  recall  that  the  gentleman  who  is 
now  interrogating  me  objected  to  it  at 
that  time.  I  knew  what  I  was  doing  at 
the  time  when  I  voted  for  it;  and  I 
know  what  I  am  doing  now  in  trying  to 
reinstate  it.  Because  administrative 
costs  have  mounted  unduly.  Some 
States  that  have  operated  with  thrift 
and  economy  are  being  penalized,  and 
unless  we  change  the  situation  my  own 
State  of  North  Carolina  in  the  months 
of  May  and  June  will  suffer  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  administrative  costs  of  about  36 
percent. 

Under  the  Social  Security  Act  amend¬ 
ment  of  1956,  an  annual  appropriation 
for  grants  to  States  for  training  pub- 
lice  welfare  personnel  was  authorized  for 
a  period  of  5  years,  effective  as  of  July 
1,  1957.  The  administration  recom- 
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mended  an  appropriation  of  only  $2,500,- 
000  for  the  initial  year  of  operation  in¬ 
dicating  that  a  substantial  start  toward 
increasing  the  number  of  adequately 
trained  personnel  could  be  made  with 
the  expenditure  of  this  amount  of  money. 

The  law  authorizes  grants-in-aid  to 
be  made  to  each  State  under  an  allot¬ 
ment  formula  based  on  population;  fi¬ 
nancial  need;  and  the  relative  need  for 
trained  public  welfare  personnel,  par¬ 
ticularly  for  personnel  to  provide  self- 
support  and  self-care  services.  The  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  funds  would  be  used  by  the 
agencies  of  the  several  States  would,  of 
course,  depend  upon  the  need  for  trained 
personnel  in  the  States  and  subdivisions. 
The  purpose  of  the  whole  program,  as 
I  understand  it,  is  to  provide  the  skilled 
workers  and  the  help  needed  to  enable 
recipients  to  make  the  greatest  possible 
use  of  his  own  capabilities  and  capaci¬ 
ties,  and  to  achieve  independent  living, 
personal  pride,  and  respectability.  Pub¬ 
lic  assistance  personnel  are  responsible 
for  dealing  with  approximately  5  mil¬ 
lion  needy  persons,  many  of  whom  have 
serious  individual  and  family  problems. 
The  Federal  Government  would  provide 
80  percent;  the  States  and  local  sub¬ 
divisions  would  provide  the  additional 
20  percent  of  the  cost,  for  traineeships 
and  fellowships  to  persons  employed  or 
preparing  for  employment,  with  public 
assistance  agencies;  for  special  courses 
of  study  or  seminars  of  short  duration; 
or  for  teaching  grants  to  public  or  other 
nonprofit  institutions  of  higher  learning. 

The  administration  indicated  in  the 
recommendation  the  great  need  for 
trained  welfare  personnel.  The  request 
was  reasonable  and  modest,  but  for  some 
unexplained  reason  the  committee  dis¬ 
allowed  the  item. 

I  desire  to  reiterate  the  statements  I 
have  heretofore  made.  I  am  definitely 
in  favor  of  eliminating  unnecesary  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditures.  I  am  in  favor  of  re¬ 
ducing  the  gigantic  budget.  I  am  in 
favor  of  economy,  but  I  am  not  in  favor 
of  false  economy.  I  believe  that  this 
$2,500,000  could  be  and  indeed  will  be,  if 
provided,  a  real  investment  in  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  people  and  ultimately  a  wise  in¬ 
vestment  of  Federal  funds,  an  invest¬ 
ment  which  will  return  great  human  and 
economic  profits.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  congratulate  and  commend  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  and  honorable  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island,  our  colleague,  John 
Fogarty,  for  the  splendid  manner  in 
which  he  has  handled  this  rather  com¬ 
plex  and  controversial  measure.  He  has 
done  a  magnificent  job.  Although  he  has 
met  with  formidable  and  stubborn  oppo¬ 
sition,  he  has  not  weakened  nor  has  he 
once  lowered  his  arm  in  his  great  fight 
in  behalf  of  the  very  worthwhile  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  provided  for  in  this 
appropriation  bill.  He  is  worthy  of  his 
chairmanship,  and  he  deserves  the  gra¬ 
titude  of  every  Member  of  this  House. 

Frankly,  I  have  not  been  encouraged 
to  believe  that  the  amendment  which 
I  have  offered  would  escape  the  formi¬ 
dable  opposition  and  the  zealous  efforts 
which  are  being  made  to  cut  indiscrim¬ 
inately  appropriations  for  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agen¬ 
cies.  I  urge  you,  however,  to  consider 
seriously  the  amendment  which  I  have 


offered,  and  I  hope  that  it  will  be  ap¬ 
proved  and  accepted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  3  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment,  the  objection  notwith¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  a 
point  of  order  against  the  amendment  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  not  in  order  at  this 
point  in  the  bill,  the  Clerk  having  read 
down  to  line  2  on  page  33;  and,  further¬ 
more,  that  it  is  not  authorized  by  law. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  hear 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Do  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  base  his  point  of  order  upon 
the  ground  that  this  amount  was  not 
authorized  by  law? 

Mr.  TABER.  Upon  the  ground  that 
the  amendment  is  not  in  order  at  the 
point  where  the  Clerk  had  finished  read¬ 
ing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule  on  that  point.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  was  on  his  feet 
while  the  Clerk  was  reading.  The  Clerk 
continued  to  read  before  the  gentleman 
had  a  chance  to  offer  his  amendment. 

The  gentleman  was  entitled  to  recog¬ 
nition. 

The  Chair  overrules  the  point  of  order. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cooley)  there 
were — ayes  21,  noes  88. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  benefit  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  that  it  is 
our  intention,  now  that  we  have  reached 
this  point  in  the  bill  and  there  are  only 
2  or  3  more  amendments  to  be  offered, 
to  finish  reading  the  bill  tonight,  then 
I  understand  there  will  be  an  attempt 
made  to  meet  early  tomorrow  and  com¬ 
plete  all  rollcalls  tomorrow. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Budge:  On  line 
33,  line  2,  strike  out  “$2,000,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$1,900,000.” 

[Mr.  BUDGE  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  like  to  be  in 
opposition  to  my  good  friend  from  Idaho 
all  the  time,  but  the  committee  did  make 
a  cut  in  this  item.  We  cut  it  $216,000. 
One  of  the  main  reasons  I  cannot  go 
along  with  this  amendment  is  because  of 
the  amendment  we  voted  on  last  year,  the 
change  in  social  security,  where  we  add¬ 
ed  to  it  aid  to  the  totally  and  perma¬ 
nently  disabled.  That  has  required  a 
bigger  workload  on  the  people  who  ad¬ 
minister  this  program,  because  every 
month  there  are  new  States  taking  ad¬ 


vantage  of  the  act.  There  are  only  a 
small  number  now. 

Another  reason  is  that  under  this  $2 
million  we  require  them  to  make  admin¬ 
istrative  reviews  of  the  workings  in  the 
States  doing  work  in  this  field.  Now,  I 
think  it  would  have  some  effect  on  those 
reviews,  and  that  is  something  I  do  not 
think  anybody  wants  to  interfere  with. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  It  is  correct.  Is  it  not, 
that  approximately  $100,000  in  this  item 
is  for  the  purpose  of  training  welfare 
personnel?  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right,  but  we 
have  already  in  the  committee  eliminated 
$216,000  from  what  they  requested.  So 
it  is  $116,000  less  than  they  would  have 
had  if  they  had  the  $2.5  million  that  was 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  for  administration. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  The  committee  print 
which  came  to  the  full  committee  says 
this:  The  increase  will  provide  for  in¬ 
creases  in  monetary  costs  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $100,000  and  about  $152,000  for 
personnel  and  related  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  in  administering  the  new  training 
program.  Now,  that  means  the  program 
we  have  just  been  discussing  of  training 
welfare  personnel.  Is  it  not  correct  that 
there  is  still  about  $100,000  in  this  bill 
to  set  up  that  program  that  has  just  been 
defeated  by  a  division  vote? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Well,  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  a  point.  You  can  look  at 
it  that  way  if  you  want  to  in  relation  to 
what  is  in  the  report,  but  I  still  main¬ 
tain  that  when  we,  the  committee,  cut 
the  requests  by  $216,000,  we  gave  it  a 
good  slice,  and  at  the  same  time  we  did 
not  want  to  prohibit  or  relax  the  admin¬ 
istrative  reviews  of  our  State  agencies 
from  year  to  year.  Now,  that  is  some¬ 
thing  that  all  Members  of  Congress  have 
worked  for  many  years  to  keep  up,  and 
that  is  the  only  way  we  can  keep  efficient 
operation,  and  that  is  to  allow  these  ad¬ 
ministrative  reviews. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr,  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  It  is  true,  however,  that 
we  did  allow  in  the  subcommittee  mark¬ 
up  $100,000  for  this  work,  and  then  the 
full  committee  knocked  this  particular 
program  out.  In  accordance  with  our 
subcommittee  report  this  would  be  a 
correction  to  do  away  with  the  $100,000 
that  we  did  allow  in  the  subcommittee 
to  handle  the  program. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  whole  effect  of 
this  would  be  to  cut  $316,000  out  of  the 
administration  of  one  of  the  hugest 
programs  in  the  Federal  Government. 
Now,  if  you  want  to  do  that  and  take 
chances  and  let  the  States  go  wild  in  the 
administration  of  their  programs  and 
cost  more  money  in  the  end,  this  is  the 
way  to  do  it,  by  reducing  administrative 
expenses. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Would  not  this  money 
be  tied  up  in  terms  of  the  committee 
report  with  this  particular  new  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  just  been  disallowed? 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  No.  I  still  maintain 
it  is  a  $216,000  cut  in  the  overall  budget, 
in  the  entire  amount. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Am  I  correct  in  my  in¬ 
formation  to  the  effect  that  we  need 
$105  million  and  in  the  supplemental 
bill  we  only  provide  $99  million,  and 
therefore  we  are  $6  million  short  in  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  for  this  program? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  State  and 
local  administration  that  the  gentleman 
is  talking  about. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  know. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  is  Federal  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program  that  we  are 
talking  about  now. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  But  we  are  short  $6 
million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  supplemental 
bill  is  still  in  conference.  We  do  not 
know  what  is  going  to  come  out  of  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  But  unless  it  is  restored 
to  $105  million,  we  will  be  short  $6 
million. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Those  are  not  the 
figures  given  to  the  committee  in  the 
first  place  by  the  administration. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  They  were  not  the 
figures? 

Mr,  FOGARTY.  No;  they  were  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Ofilce  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  'Office 
of  the  Secretary,  $1,800,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $260,000  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  Insurance 
trust  fund. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  oifered  by  Mr.  Hemphill;  On 
page  35,  line  17,  strike  out  “$1,800,000”  and 
insert  “$1,588,000.” 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  merely  cuts  back  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  OflQce  of  the  Secretary 
to  what  they  were  given  last  year.  In 
an  effort  to  determine  the  justification 
for  the  appropriation  for  the  next  year, 
I  went  back  not  only  to  the  hearings 
themselves  but  to  the  report  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  its  chairman,  whose  work 
here  has  been  magnificent.  I  find  in  the 
report  which  that  subcommittee  made 
on  this  particular  item  the  following 
language : 

The  committee  was  not  convinced  that 
conditions  have  changed  sufficiently  during 
the  last  year  to  warrant  another  increase  as 
substantial  as  was  requested.  The  amount 
included  in  the  bill  is  sufficient  to  cover  all 
increases  in  mandatory  costs  and  will  pro¬ 
vide  about  $100,000  for  increases  in  staff 
and  related  expenses. 

I  then  turned  back  to  the  hearings  on 
page  82,  83,  84,  and  85,  and  I  found  this. 
The  Secretai-y  who  was  testifying  at  the 
time  said: 

Since  my  experience  clearly  Indicates  the 
need  for  greater  top  level  assistance,  I  plan 
to  recommend  a  change  In  law  which  will 
authorize  a  third  Assistant  Secretary. 


He  went  on  to  say: 

I  do  not  wish  to  develop  a  centralization 
of  operating  responsibilities. 

Finally  the  distinguished  gentleman 
of  the  subcommittee  was  forced  to  ask 
him: 

Why  should  you  ask  for  double  the  in¬ 
crease  you  received  last  year? 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  position  is  very 
simple.  Where  I  come  from  a  public  of¬ 
fice  is  a  public  trust  and  every  dime  I 
am  giving  to  appropriate  or  pass  on  is  a 
public  trust,  whether  it  is  so  small  an 
amount  as  $5  or  $100,000,  or  whether  it 
is  in  the  millions  or  billions  with  which 
you  gentlemen  have  been  accustomed  to 
deal.  But  if  it  is  only  $5  it  is  important. 

Only  yesterday  I  talked  over  the  tele¬ 
phone  to  one  of  my  constituents.  I 
asked  him  how  things  were  down  home 
and  he  said: 

We  are  in  trouble  down  here.  You  know, 
it  is  tax  time.  We  are  having  to  postpone 
the  payment  on  the  television  and  the  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  Insurance  man  and  the  payment 
on  other  obligations  which  we  consider  nec¬ 
essary  to  our  living.  What  are  you  people 
up  there  in  the  Congress  going  to  do  about 
it?  You  have  promised  us  some  economy. 
What  are  you  going  to  say  now?  I  under¬ 
stand  you  are  voting  on  some  bill  now.  You 
are  my  Congressman.  What  do  you  have 
to  say? 

I  am  telling  him  here  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  that  I  am  for  economy.  And 
I  want  to  tell  you  something  else.  I 
looked  at  page  243  of  the  budget  report. 
I  admit  I  am  not  so  familiar  with  this 
because  I  have  not  had  the  privilege  of 
being  here  very  long.  But  I  find  this  in 
the  budget,  that  we  are  paying  one  man 
$25,000  and  he  has  2  under  secretaries  or 
assistants  at  $17,500;  and  so  on. 

Maybe  the  people  where  I  come  from 
are  wrong.  But  when  we  pay  a  man  a 
big  salary,  they  want  him  to  do  the  job, 
and  the  people  of  my  district  and  the 
people  of  this  great  United  States  have 
told  me  as  a  Congressman,  “to  tighten 
your  belt  and  do  your  job.” 

I  want  this  House  to  tell  this  Secre¬ 
tary  and  these  people  in  that  office  that, 
“It  is  time  to  tighten  your  belt  and  do 
a  job  for  America.  We  are  paying  you 
a  big  salary.  We  are  imposing  in  you 
a  great  trust.  We  want  you  to  give  us 
the  economy  we  are  paying  you  for.  We 
are  not  only  hiring  your  services,  we  are 
hiring  your  brains  and  your  abilities.” 
That  is  what  the  American  people  are 
paying  for,  insofar  as  I  am  concerned. 

I  realize  there  are  certain  mandatory 
costs  in  this  particular  legislation.  The 
thought  occurred  to  me  there,  are  we  not 
going  to  have  mandatory  costs  every 
year?  Are  we  not  going  to  have  in¬ 
creases  every  year?  If  we  are  going  to 
submit  each  year  some  requests  for  in¬ 
creased  funds,  are  we  not  going  to  have 
trouble? 

How  can  we  ever  turn  to  the  people 
and  say,  “Well,  we  have  cut  the  budget 
on  one  hand  and  we  can  give  you  some 
economy  on  the  other”?  After  all,  if  I 
am  correct  in  my  understanding  of  the 
representative  form  of  government, 
what  I  do  here  is  for  the  people  back 
home.  The  taxpayer  is  the  man  I  have 
heard  so  little  about  here.  Here  is  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary.  If  he  is  a  big- 


capacity  man,  and  I  assume  he  is  to  earn 
that  salai-y,  and  if  he  has  two  assistants 
drawing  $17,500  a  year,  and  they  are, 
then  they  have  sense  enough  to  tighten 
the  budget  and  do  the  job. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  MASON.  I  am  very  sorry;  I  am 
in  full  accord,  but  I  must  object. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  understand. 

(Mr.  HEMPHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  the 
author  of  this  amendment  was  here  in 
the  last  Congress,  and  I  stand  corrected 
on  that  if  he  was;  but  I  will  say  to  you 
who  were  in  the  last  Congress  that  you 
voted  for  the  social-security  amend¬ 
ments  which  Mr.  Folsom  has  to  admin¬ 
ister;  you  voted  for  a  new  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act;  you  voted  for  the 
Health  Survey  Act;  you  voted  for  the 
Library  Services  Act;  you  voted  for  the 
National  Library  of  Medicine  Act,  and 
for  the  Health  Research  Facilities  Act, 
and  for  Public  Law  911,  involving  gradu¬ 
ate  training  of  professional  public  health 
personnel,  advanced  training  of  profes¬ 
sional  nurses,  vocational  education  for 
practical  nurses,  and  authorization  for 
special  project  grants  in  the  field  of 
mental  health;  and  you  also  voted  for 
the  Air  Pollution  Control  Act.  These 
are  just  small  pieces  of  legislation  that 
you  voted  for  in  the  last  2  years. 
Now,  after  you  have  added  these  ad¬ 
ditional  responsibilities,  which  are  going 
to  tax  the  Department  tremendously, 
this  amendment  is  offered  to  cut  them 
$100,000  below  what  they  had  in  1957. 

When  you  come  down  here  and  say, 
“This  is  just  a  little  old  amendment;  it 
ain’t  going  to  hurt  them  any;  it’s  just 
going  to  cut  them  back  to  1957,”  that  is 
just  not  so.  The  amendment  that  has 
been  offered  by  my  friend  will  cut  them 
$100,000  below  what  they  had  to  op¬ 
erate  with  in  1957,  even  though  we  have 
by  our  own  votes  given  them  these  addi¬ 
tional  responsibilities. 

You  talk  about  the  people  back  home. 
Did  they  not  want  the  Library  Services 
Act;  did  they  not  want  this  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act?  Yes.  They  did  not 
want  any  of  these  cut  out.  But  if  you 
want  good  administration  you  have  to 
give  these  agencies  the  tools  to  work 
with.  You  cannot  come  down  here  in  the 
well  like  this  and  make  a  speech  such  as 
you  just  delivered  expecting  them  to 
tighten  their  belts  and  administer  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  too  large  for  them  now  to 
administer  well. 

We  operated  on  this  budget  before  you 
took  a  look  at  it.  We  allowed  the  De¬ 
partment  only  one-third  of  the  increase 
in  personnel  they  asked  for  because  we 
wanted  to  be  a  little  bit  conservative  too. 
But  when  you  come  in  here  now  and  ask 
them  to  operate  on  a  budget  that  is 
$100,000  less  than  they  had  in  1957,  with 
all  these  new  programs  you  voted  for  in 
the  past  2  years,  it  just  does  not  make 
good  commonsense. 
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They  are  understaffed  now,  and  you  are 
going  to  understaflf  them  further.  You 
are  going  to  make  them  lay  off  about  20 
people,  and  you  would  be  the  first  one  to 
find  fault  when  something  came  up  in 
the  administration  of  these  projects 
where  they  were  loosely  administered, 
and  then  blame  the  people  downtown 
for  not  doing  a  good  job  because  you  did 
not  give  them  the  tools  to  work  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Who  fixed  the  salaries 
the  gentleman  mentioned  a  moment  ago? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Congress  fixed  them 
In  a  pay  act.  We  voted  for  It.  I  am 
surprised  that  good  men  continue  to  ac¬ 
cept  these  responsible  positions  for 
$17,500  when  they  could  earn  much  more 
outside  the  Government.  They  come 
down  to  Washington  and  do  their  best 
for  their  agencies  and  for  their  coun¬ 
try,  and  then  they  are  subjected  to  the 
abuse  that  they  get  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  by  remarks  that  have  been  made 
to  the  effect  that  they  can  tighten  their 
belts  and  do  a  better  job,  particularly 
when  many  of  them  are  working  over¬ 
time  up  to  7  or  8  o’clock  each  night.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  the  Federal  per¬ 
sonnel.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare.  I  think  he  is  trying  to  do  a  good 
job  with  what  he  has.  I  think  we  ought 
to  help  him  to  do  a  good  job  and  not  hurt 
him  and  cut  him  off  as  this  amendment 
would  do. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  concur  in  the  remarks 
made  by  the  gentleman.  This  amend¬ 
ment  does  drastically  reduce  the  em¬ 
ployment  level  in  the  OflQce  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  if  it  is  adopted  in  the  form  in 
which  it  is  now  presented.  I  repeat,  I 
concur  in  the  remarks  made  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  contribution.  There  is  no 
other  way  that  it  can  work  and  it  can 
only  work  one  way.  If  you  want  to  pre¬ 
vent  him  from  doing  a  good  job  in  ad¬ 
ministering  these  programs  that  we  have 
passed  legislation  for,  if  you  want  him 
to  administer  these  programs  in  a  slip¬ 
shod  way,  then  that  is  the  kind  of  ad¬ 
ministration  you  are  asking  for  by  vot¬ 
ing  for  a  cut  like  this.  As  I  said  before, 
we  only  gave  him  one-third  of  the  per¬ 
sonnel  he  asked  for  to  administer  this 
program.  I  thought  that  we  were  pretty 
drastic  in  the  cut  that  we  made.  I 
thought  we  were  being  very  conservative. 
But,  when  you  come  in  here  and  ask  to 
cut  out  20  positions  below  what  they  had 
In  1957,  in  my  opinion,  that  is  going 
too  far. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hemphill]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fogarty) 
there  were— ayes  51,  noes  76. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Field  Ad¬ 
ministration:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Field  Administration,  $2,300,000,  to¬ 
gether  with  not  to  exceed  $700,000  to  be 
transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hemphill:  On 
page  35,  line  22,  strike  out  “$2,300,000”  and 
insert  “$1,985,000.” 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
told  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  that  he  made  a  good  speech 
a  while  ago.  I  think  he  did.  I  have 
listened  here  day  after  day  with  a  great 
deal  of  patience,  and  I  have  listened  to 
him  time  after  time  because  he  has  done 
a  good  job.  But,  I  still  say  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  economize.  The  only  things  I 
have  to  guide  me  are  the  reports  of  the 
committee  and  of  the  subcommitee.  The 
reports  I  find  in  the  budget  and  the  de¬ 
mand  from  the  people  back  home.  If 
these  be  not  worthy  of  consideration, 
then  I  stand  to  be  corrected.  I  read 
from  the  report  of  the  committe  a  short 
time  ago,  and  I  want  to  read  again  from 
it  with  reference  to  this  particular 
amendment  by  which  I  seek  only  to  take 
us  back  to  the  fiscal  year  1957. 

If  you  believe  it  does  just  read  pages 
246  and  248  and  249  of  the  budget,  if 
you  have  not  already  done  so. 

On  this  particular  amendment  I  find 
that  the  committee  reported  as  follows: 

Most  of  the  Increase  was  requested  for 
grant-ln-aid  auditors  necessary  because  of 
the  increases  in  the  grant-in-aid  programs 
and  for  additional  personnel  to  handle  such 
work  as  voucher  review,  payrolling,  etc.,  for 
the  additional  personnel  in  the  field  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  new  and  expanded  programs 
authorized  by  the  last  session  of  Congress. 

Then  the  committee  goes  on  to  say: 

During  the  last  few  years  the  committee 
has  also  attempted,  without  success,  to  se¬ 
cure  a  logical  explanation  of  why  this  office 
feels  that  it  can  perform,  in  the  regional 
offices,  such  common  services  as  voucher  re¬ 
view,  payrolling,  processing  personnel  actions, 
etc.  for  other  field  offies  of  the  Department 
more  efficiently  than  the  bureaus  can  perform 
these  services  themselves. 

Perhaps  I  am  wrong  in  raising  my 
voice  in  this  regard,  but  I  want  to  know, 
Mr.  Chairman,  whether  the  Members  of 
Congress,  this  Congress — and  I  was  not 
in  the  last  Congress — whether  we  are 
taking  orders  from  the  administrative  of¬ 
fice  or  from  a  bureaucrat?  Or  whether 
this  Congress  has  the  right  to  say  to  some 
bureau  or  department  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  run  their  organization  more  ef¬ 
ficiently.  Do  we  not  have  the  right  in 
keeping  with  the  philosophy  of  govern¬ 
ment  to  say  that  they  should  use  these 
auditing  facilities  of  some  other  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Government  rather  than  set 
up  expensive  personnel  to  duplicate  the 
work? 

I  have  not  criticized  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare;  I  have 
not  said  he  or  she  did  a  bad  job.  I  have 
said  this,  I  have  said  that  the  American 
people  have  a  right  to  demand  of  me 
and  you  and  of  every  person  in  the  em¬ 
ploy  of  the  Government,  whether  it  be 
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a  bureaucrat,  a  public  servant,  or  what¬ 
not,  that  he  dedicate  to  his  work  the 
best  he  can  give.  And  I  say  we  have  a 
right  to  demand  this  same  thing  of  him 
or  of  her  as  of  any  other  person  we  hire, 
because  in  private  business  today  when 
you  hire  someone  you  expect  the  best 
of  him,  and  that  is  what  we  ought  to 
insist  on  in  Government. 

I  believe  if  we  were  to  tell  these  peo¬ 
ple  that  we  have  sought  economy,  we 
have  voted  for  economy,  we  know  that 
our  people  want  economy,  that  it  is  up 
to  them  to  do  something  about  it,  they 
would  do  something  about  it. 

I  do  not  want  to  see  one  single  person 
dropped  off  the  payroll,  but  I  do  not 
know  that  it  is  a  crime  to  fire  anybody 
in  the  interest  of  good  Government;  I 
do  not  know  that  it  is  a  crime  to  cut 
down  personnel  if  you  can  save  the  tax¬ 
payers  millions  of  dollars;  and  if  I  am 
wrong  I  can  be  corrected  at  the  polls. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  wrong  to  demand 
eflaciency,  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  wrong 
to  demand  economy.  I  did  not  have  the 
privilege  of  being  here  during  the  last 
Congress  or  any  of  the  preceding  Con¬ 
gresses,  but  I  have  had  the  privilege  of 
being  an  American  taxpayer  and  an 
American  citizen.  Finally,  I  came  to  a 
Member  of  this  distinguished  body  of 
great  people,  and  I  have  found  them  to 
be  great  ^)eople,  I  have  found  that  we 
have  the  same  obligations  of  nian  to  man, 
of  Congressmen  to  constituent,  of  leg¬ 
islators  to  taxpayers. 

If  we  just  gave  the  taxpayer  perhaps 
some  support  and  encouragement  he 
would  believe  in  this  Government  like 
I  have  always  believed  in  it  as  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  based  on  high  levels  from  leg¬ 
islators  down  to  the  man  down  at  the 
grass  roots,  who  is  paying  the  taxes. 

(Mr.  HEMPHILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  same  argument  can 
be  used  against  the  pending  amendment 
that  was  used  a  while  ago,  only  mol-e  so. 
When  we  considered  this  appropriation 
request  we  should  remember  that  they 
also  asked  for  five  additional  administra¬ 
tive  oflBcers  and  five  additional  secre¬ 
taries  for  strengthening  five  regional 
directors’  offices.  We  disallowed  that 
which  was  for  overall  direction  in  the 
regional  offices.  The  only  things  that  we 
have  allowed  for  are  to  take  care  of  the 
expanded  programs  that  we  have  voted 
for  last  year. 

There  are  no  top  jobs  added  by  the 
committee,  I  can  assure  you;  only  clerks, 
accountants,  and  auditors.  Some  fault 
has  been  fomid  both  by  the  States  and 
Members  of  Congress  regarding  the 
auditing  of  these  programs.  We  have 
been  way  behind  in  this  work.  We  have 
attempted  through  the  years  to  correct 
that  situation  by  increasing  the  allow¬ 
ance  for  auditors.  This  amendment 
would  cut  out  some  of  these  auditors  who 
audit  the  Federal  grants-in-aid.  It 
would  also  cut  out  personnel  that  are 
handling  the  payrolling  of  the  field  em- 
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ployees  of  the  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  and  other  HEW 
field  oflBces,  the  recruitment  of  personnel 
to  carry  out  these  programs,  processing 
their  travel  vouchers,  and  so  forth. 
They  are  working  on  a  deficiency  basis 
now  and  we  have  a  deficiency  appropria¬ 
tion  request  pending  before  our  commit¬ 
tee  at  this  time  because  the  expanded 
programs  make  it  impossible  to  carry  out 
this  work  with  funds  available  for  1957. 

Because  we  changed  the  social-secu¬ 
rity  amendments  last  year,  it  resulted  in 
a  tremendous  increase  in  the  number  of 
recipients  of  old-age  and  survivors’  in¬ 
surance.  These  people  who  should  only 
wait  a  period  of  30  days  for  their  checks 
are  now  forced  to  wait  a  period  of  60 
days.  Because  we  have  not  been  able  to 
recruit  and  train  the  number  of  person¬ 
nel  necessary  to  man  these  OASI  offices 
we  are  falling  behind  in  processing  the 
claims  of  these  people  who  are  on  relief 
to  the  extent  of  about  60  days.  They 
told  us  in  the  hearing  the  average  delay 
in  the  past  was  less  than  30  days.  To¬ 
day  we  are  making  these  people  wait  60 
days. 

This  Is  going  to  make  matters  even 
worse  for  these  people  who  have  benefits 
coming  from  the  old-age  and  survivors’ 
insurance  fund  because  it  will  prevent 
the  Department  from  recruiting  and  hir¬ 
ing  the  additional  personnel  they  need 
to  administer  these  programs.  I  do  not 
think  anyone  wants  to  do  that.  I  do  not 
think  anyone  in  this  House  wants  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  time  that  these  men  and  momen 
are  waiting  now  to  draw  checks  from  the 
old-age  and  survivors’  insurance  fund. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
concur  in  the  statement  just  made  by  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  This 
particular  item  does  have  to  do  with  the 
staffing  of  these  local  offices  and  recruit¬ 
ing  the  necessary  personnel  to  man  them. 
I  think  it  would  be  false  economy  to 
adopt  an  amendment  of  this  kind.  We 
have  now  a  delay  all  over  the  country, 
particularly  in  the  rural  areas,  of  some 
60  days.  This  additional  force  for  the 
Office  of  Field  Administration  is  neces¬ 
sary  if  we  are  going  to  keep  this  under 
control  at  all. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  is  entirely  correct.  If  we 
adopt  the  pending  amendment  it  means 
we  are  going  to  extend  that  waiting 
period  of  60  days  still  further.  That  bur¬ 
den  will  be  borne  by  people  who  do  not 
and  cannot  speak  for  themselves,  who  are 
waiting  to  get  these  checks  at  the  end  of 
the  month.  I  do  not  think  any  Member 
of  this  body  wants  to  do  that,  but  that 
is  what  the  pending  amendment  would 
do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hemp¬ 
hill]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment  will  not  require  any  additional 
money.  I  simply  rise  to  ask  the  chair- 
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man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  if  he  knows  of  any  group  within 
the  Department  of  Labor  that  is  trying 
to  screen  the  refugee  workers,  for  in¬ 
stance  the  Hungarians  who  came  into 
this  country,  to  see  that  they  are  not  put 
into  industry  thereby  putting  our  estab¬ 
lished  workers  out  of  work.  I  know  of  a 
number  of  cases  like  that  in  the  State 
of  Massachusetts  where  workers  have 
been  employed  for  a  long  time  in  indus¬ 
try,  then  they  are  turned  out  into  the 
streets  and  Hungarians,  who  do  not 
speak  our  language,  are  put  in  their 
places.  In  other  words,  we  are  making 
refugees  of  our  own  workers.  It  seems 
to  me  these  people  should  be  placed  in 
sections  of  the  country  where  labor  is 
needed  and  not  to  replace  our  own 
people. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  answer  is  “No” 
to  that  specific  question  that  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  has  asked.  But  we  did  at¬ 
tempt  to  allow  some  increase  in  funds 
for  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  or  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  I  do  not 
know  which,  to  the  extent  of  $100,000  to 
permit  them  to  make  a  study  of  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  foreign  workers  who  are  com¬ 
ing  into  this  country  on  the  local  labor 
groups  that  the  gentlewoman  is  speak¬ 
ing  about.  That  allowance  was  cut  out, 
however,  by  an  amendment  offered  by 
a  Member  of  this  House. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
am  not  speaking  of  farm  laborers  alone. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  I  am  not,  either. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
am  speaking  of  persons  in  industiy. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  had  $100,000  for 
that  purpose  in  here  but  it  was  stricken 
out  by  one  of  the  amendments  that  was 
adopted  to  this  bill. 

Mrs.  ROGE31S  of  Massachusetts.  I 
am  talking  the  matter  up  with  the  CIO 
and  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 
because  I  think  they  surely  ought  to  be 
very  much  interested  in  seeing  that  their 
own  workers  are  protected.  I  am  sug¬ 
gesting  that  they  have  a  commission  to 
place  the  Hungarians  where  they  can  be 
cared  for  and  not  put  our  labor  on  re¬ 
lief. 

Mr.  FOGAR'TY.  On  page  7  we  did  al¬ 
low  $120,000  for  an  analysis  of  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  tariff  changes  on  United  States 
unemployment.  That  is  one  of  the 
things  I  was  referring  to.  But,  the  an¬ 
swer  to  the  first  question  is  “No.”  There 
are  no  employees  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  doing  what  the  gentlewoman  asked 
about. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  But 
it  would  be  helpful  if  it  were  done  to 
protect  our  own  labor. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  it  would,  yes. 
I  do  not  know  whether  we  can  do  it  under 
the  existing  legislation  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  but  if  the  gentlewoman 
sponsored  legislation,  I  would  be  very 
happy  to  work  with  her. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
thank  the  most  courteous  gentleman. 

Mr.  BAILETY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  May  I  advise  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  that  there  were  attempts  made 
to  bring  Hungarian  miners  into  the 


mines  of  West  Virginia  when  there  are 
141,000  unemployed  miners  in  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  now. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Yes, 
and  that  is  tragic.  We  ought  to  take 
care  of  the  Himgarians  in  some  other 
way,  I  think. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  would  like  to  suggest  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Massachusetts 
that  the  Department  of  Labor  does 
have  information  now  along  the  very 
lines  that  she  is  interested  in  and  is 
making  through  studies  of  this  partic¬ 
ular  matter.  I  received  information 
from  them  just  the  other  day  on  a  re¬ 
quest  that  I  placed  before  them.  With 
reference  to  the  cut,  I  believe  that  has 
to  do  entirely  with  tariff  studies  and  has 
no  relation  to  the  matter  that  was  raised 
by  the  gentlewoman. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
am  not  referring  to  the  cut;  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  general  proposition. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  general  proposition 
is  now  under  study  and  is  under  constant 
study  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
the  Department  of  Labor  has  informa¬ 
tion  available. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  We 
ought  to  take  immediate  action  when 
the  people’s  jobs  are  at  stake.  We  have 
great  respect  for  the  courage  of  the 
Hungarians  but  for  their  own  sakes  we 
must  not  have  them  hurt  our  labor. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentlewoman  will  yield,  I  know  of 
the  gentlewoman’s  deep  interest  for  the 
people  in  our  areas  who  are  out  of  work. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  The 
gentleman  and  I  know  what  it  means  so 
completely. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  And  I  would  like  to 
call  her  attention  to  the  fact  that  we 
have — and  this  affects  employment  in 
this  country — an  item  of  $120,000  for  the 
analysis  of  the  effect  of  tariff  changes, 
and  I  know  that  she  has  been  very  much 
interested  in  tariff  legislation,  and  this 
will  help  in  that  regard.  If  the  gentle¬ 
woman  will  give  us  some  help  on  these 
rollcalls,  we  can  help  her  on  that,  too. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
think  the  gentleman  has  rubber  indus¬ 
try  in  his  district  just  as  I  have  in  mine, 
and  we  know  what  foreign  competition 
means  to  that  industry.  Management 
and  labor  in  the  rubber  industry  were 
the  last  ones  asking  for  tariff  protection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  will  help.  If 
the  gentlewoman  will  help  tomorrow, 
she  will  be  helping  this  situation. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
will  be  glad  to  help. 

[Mr.  BUDGE  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  208.  Not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  the  funds 
available  to  the  Department  for  salaries  and 
expenses  and  not  otherwise  available  for 
entertainment  of  ofliclals  of  other  countries 
or  officials  of  international  organizations 
shall  be  available  for  such  entertainment 
when  authorized  by  the  Secretary. 
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Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  this  para¬ 
graph,  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
makes  his  point  of  order  against  the 
entire  section? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Section  208,  lines  5 
to  9,  inclusive. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  care  to  comment  on 
this  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 
concede  the  point  of  order.  The  purpose 
of  this  paragraph  is  to  entertain  some 
of  these  foreign  doctors  and  scientists 
who  come  over  here,  to  reciprocate  the 
entertainment  that  our  people  receive 
when  they  go  over  there.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  wants  to  strike  it  out,  that  is  his 
privilege. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
insist  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  sustains 
the  point  of  order. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  211.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein 
shall  be  used,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
for  construction  or  planning  of  any  build¬ 
ing  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  pro¬ 
gram,  nor  shall  any  of  the  funds  provided 
herein  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  of  any  per¬ 
son  who  assists  or  consults  with  anyone 
In  connection  with  the  construction  or  plan¬ 
ning  of  any  building  for  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  the 
lease-purchase  program. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  a  point  of  order 
against  section  211  in  its  entirety  as 
being  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
biil. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty] 
care  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
This  language  is  purely  a  limitation  on 
the  use  of  funds,  as  I  read  it,  in  the  bill 
we  have  before  us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  makes 
a  point  of  order  against  section  211  on 
page  38  of  the  bill.  The  Chair  has  read 
the  section  and  finds  that  it  is  a  pure 
limitation,  and  therefore  overrules  the 
point  of  order. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  m - NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board 
to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by 
the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 
(29  U.  S.  C.  141-167),  and  other  laws,  in¬ 
cluding  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board  when 
specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman  or 
the  General  Counsel;  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  C.  55a) ;  and  uniforms,  or  allowances 
therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1.  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131) ; 
$9,450,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  organize 
or  assist  in  organizing  agricultural  laborers 
or  used  in  connection  with  Investigations, 
hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning 
bargaining  units  composed  of  agricultural 
laborers  as  referred  to  in  section  2  (3)  of 
the  act  of  July  5,  1935  (29  U.  S.  C.  152) ,  and 
as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Rela¬ 
tions  Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3 


(f)  of  the  act  of  June  25,  1938  (29  U.  S.  C. 
203),  and  including  in  said  definition  em¬ 
ployees  engaged  in  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  ditches,  canals,  reservoirs,  and 
waterways  when  maintained  or  operated  on 
a  mutual,  nonprofit  basis  and  at  least  95 
percent  of  the  water  stored  or  supplied  there¬ 
by  is  used  for  farming  purposes. 

Mr.  SELDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Selden:  On 
page  39,  line  17,  strike  out  “$9,450,000”  and 
insert  "$9,384,800.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SELDEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  amount  provid¬ 
ed  in  the  gentleman’s  amendment  is 
$9,384,800? 

Mr.  SELDEN.  That  is  right.  It  is  a 
cut  of  $65,200. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  On  behalf  of  the 
committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  SELDEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  certain  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  are  aware  that  there  is 
growing  concern  throughout  this  country 
over  the  magnitude  of  the  Federal  budg¬ 
et.  In  my  opinion,  that  concern  is 
justified. 

I  believe,  as  do  many  in  the  Congress, 
that  there  are  items  in  the  1958  budget 
requests  of  the  President  that  can  be 
safely  reduced.  At  the  same  time,  I 
realize  that  the  Congress  should  make 
certain  that  any  cuts  that  are  made  in 
the  budget  will  not  jeopardize  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  this  Nation  or  scuttle  programs 
that  are  vital  to  the  well-being  of  its 
people. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  am  offering  an 
amendment  which,  if  adopted,  will  make 
a  small  reduction  in  a  budget  item.  Yet, 
this  reduction  should  have  little,  if  any, 
effect  on  the  operation  of  the  agency 
concerned. 

The  amendment  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  will  bring  about  a  reduction  of  $65,- 
200  in  the  appropriation  for  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board.  The  sum  of  $9,- 
384,800,  which  this  amendment  provides, 
will  give  the  National  Labor  ^lations 
Board  the  entire  amount  it  had  in  its 
budget  for  the  present  fiscal  year  plus 
the  mandatory  contribution  of  $433,300 
that  must  be  made  to  the  retirement 
fund. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  Chairman  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board,  Mi\  Boyd  Lee- 
dom,  testified  that  the  Board’s  request 
for  fluids  for  1958  was  geared  to  the 
same  case  inflow  as  in  1957.  The 
amendment  now  before  you  will  provide 
the  same  funds  for  1958  as  were  pro¬ 
vided  in  1957  plus  the  mandatory  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  retirement  fund. 

Last  year  Congress  reduced  the  budget 
request  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  by  nearly  $2  million.  The  Board 
has  operated  satisfactorily  despite  the 
reduction,  and  one  of  the  witnesses  who 
appeared  before  the  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee,  in  effect,  so  stated. 

The  reduction  of  $65,200  provided  in 
this  amendment  is  less  than  seven-tenths 
of  1  percent  of  the  committee’s  recom¬ 
mendation  of  nearly  $9*/i  million.  A  de¬ 
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crease  of  such  a  small  percent  of  a  budget 
item  of  this  magnitude  should  have  little, 
if  any,  effect  on  the  operation  of  this 
important  Board.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

(Mr.  SELDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

'The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

TITLE  IX - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  901.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  for  publicity 
or  propaganda  purposes  not  authorized  by 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross:  Page  43, 
Immediately  following  line  6,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  for  payment 
of  any  expert  or  consultant,  or  of  any  man¬ 
agement  engineering  corporation,  company, 
firm,  or  other  organization,  for  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  any  service  relating  to  the  manage¬ 
ment,  organization,  or  operation  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  liabor,  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  or  any  related 
agency,  unless  the  utilization  and  payment 
of  experts  or  consultants,  or  of  management 
engineering  corporations,  companies,  firms,  or 
other  organizations,  is  specifically  authorized 
by  law  for  the  jierformance  of  such  service.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  wish  to  speak  to  his 
amendment? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  but  I  should  like 
the  gentleman  to  press  the  point  of 
order.  There  is  no  use  in  wasting  time 
if  a  point  of  order  will  rest  against  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  again  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island?  , 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  again  read  the  Gross 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  I  withdraw  the  point 
of  order,  ,Mr.  Chairman. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman  in  sup¬ 
port  of  my  amendment,  I  invite  your 
attention  to  page  266  of  the  hearings  of 
the  subcommittee,  which  shows  that  the 
Department  of  Labor  last  year  employed 
some  50  consultants  apparently  to  look 
into  management  of  that  department. 
1  also  invite  your  attention  to  page  73 
of  the  hearings  wherein  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  asked 
representatives  from  the  Department  of 
Labor  what  services  these  consultants 
had  perfonned.  The  hearings  are  silent 
as  to  what  services  these  consultants 
performed  for  the  Department  of  Labor. 
If  I  am  wrong  in  that,  and  if  there  is 
anything  in  the  hearings  to  establish 
that  these  40  to  50  consultants  provided 
any  worthwhile  services,  I  wish  the  gen- 
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tleman  would  so  advise  me  and  tell  me 
where  that  information  may  be  found 
in  the  hearings. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  believe  I  answered 
the  gentleman  last  week  when  I  said 
that  we  did  not  get  any  answer  on  that. 
That  was  about  these  management  peo¬ 
ple  who  were  hired  to  make  a  survey  in 
the  Department  of  Labor;  is  that  what 
the  gentleman  is  referring  to? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes.  Now  turn  to  page 
266  of  the  hearings,  we  find  a  list  of  the 
consultants  who  were  employed  last  year 
by  the  Department  of  Labor.  There  is 
no  indication  of  who  they  are  by  pro¬ 
fession  or  what  their  qualifications,  and 
the  hearings  are  absolutely  silent  as  to 
how  much  this  cost  the  taxpayer  or  out 
of  what  funds  these  people  were  paid. 
My  amendment  is  not  as  restrictive  as 
I  would  like  to  make  it  because  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  to  make  it  as  restrictive 
as  it  should  be  would  make  it  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill.  But,  I 
do  think  it  will  serve  as  a  deterrent. 
Let  me  say  I  intend  to  offer  this  amend¬ 
ment  or  a  similar  amendment  to  every 
appropriation  bill  that  is  brought  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  from  here  on  out. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.'  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  wonder  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  bas  been  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  also  applies  to  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  af  Health  and  other  contract 
work  that  is  done  on  the  outside  such 
as  the  new  cancer  research  that  we  will 
be  doing  outside  by  contract  next  year 
with  the  pharmaceutical  houses. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  believe  it  would 
apply.  I  want  to  stop  this  business  of 
evei-y  department  and  agency  of  the 
Government  going  out  and  hiring  con¬ 
sultants  to  come  in  and  tell  them  what 
to  do.  We  have  under  -secretaries,  as¬ 
sistant  secretaries,  deputy  secretaries, 
and  assistants  to  the  deputies  falling 
all  over  themselves  all  over  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  yet  we  are  spending  huge 
sums  of  money  to  hire  consultants  to 
tell  them  how  to  run  the  business  of 
the  various  bureaus  and  agencies. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  make  a  little  further 
inquiry,  he  would  find  that  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Department  of  Labor  sit  on 
the  consideration  given  to  the  General 
Agreement  on  Trades  and  Tariffs.  That 
has  never  been  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  I  think  the  question  that  the 
gentleman  raises  here  and  the  point  he 
is  making  in  striking  that  out  is  well 
taken  because  it  is  happening  not  only 
in  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
the  Department  of  State,  but  in  several 
other  departments.  There  is  no  au¬ 
thorization  by  the  Congress  for  any  of 
that. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  want  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  in  what  he  is 
doing.  What  we  are  doing  is  hiring 


some  of  these  outside  firms  and  taking 
competent  people  out  of  the  Government 
who  could  do  this  job  as  well  as  they 
can  in  some  of  these  outside  firms. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  and  these  consult¬ 
ants  and  personnel-management  experts 
come  to  our  own  committee  staffs  and 
get  a  big  share  of  the  information  which 
they  develop  into  extensive  reports  and 
hand  back  to  us  at  fat  fees  and  contracts. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  That  is 
right  and  I  compliment  the  gentleman 
on  offering  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa.  Last 
Tuesday,  when  he  first  raised  the  ques¬ 
tion  about  these  consultants  who  were 
being  hired  by  the  Department  of  Labor, 
and  when  he  raised  the  question  of  what 
results  we  obtained  from  that  type  of 
consultation,  I  stated  that  as  far  as  I 
knew  we  did  not  get  any  results.  How¬ 
ever,  the  reason  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment  is  that  the  amendment 
goes  much  further  than  you  would  want 
to  go  and  much  further  than  I  would 
want  to  go.  I  am  in  agreement  witli 
what  the  gentleman  wants  and  what  he 
is  trying  to  get  at.  But,  we  have  in  the 
Public  Health  Service  grants  for  re¬ 
search,  heart  disease,  mental  health, 
and  so  on.  People  in  study  sections. 

We  have  advisory  committees,  which 
pass  upon  the  applications  for  research 
before  they  come  to  the  Surgeon  General, 
that  this  would  affect.  It  would  affect 
our  contracts  with  the  pharmaceutical 
houses  to  which  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Laird]  referred.  At  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  Research 
Center  they  call  in  outside  doctors  on 
some  of  these  special  cases  on  a  consulta¬ 
tive  basis,  and  this  amendment  would 
prohibit  the  employment  or  the  payment 
of  people  like  that.  I  do  not  think  you 
want  that  to  happen.  I  know  I  do  not. 

But  I  agree  with  the  criticism  the  gen¬ 
tleman  raises  because  I  asked  that  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  hearings  on  the  Department 
of  Labor.  I  asked  what  savings  have 
come  about  as  a  result  of  the  survey  that 
they  made  2  years  ago;  and  the  answer 
was,  “Practically  nothing.” 

But  I  do  not  think  you  want  to  go  to 
the  degree  that  your  amendment  goes, 
as  far  as  the  Public  Health  Service  is 
concerned.  Your  amendment  will  seri¬ 
ously  hurt  the  study  sections  and  ad¬ 
visory  committees  that  pass  upon  the 
applications  for  research  into  these  dis¬ 
eases. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  In  view  of  the 
gentleman’s  statement  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  gentleman  if  he  could  not  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment  which 
would  take  care  of  the  needs  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  expressed  but  also  eliminate 
the  evils  that  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
sought  to  reach. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  sure  we  all 
want  to  correct  the  things  the  gentle¬ 
man  criticizes,  but  I  think  his  amend¬ 
ment  goes  too  far  and  I  am  concerned. 
If  the  gentleman  would  withdraw  the 
amendment  and  offer  a  new  amendment 
not  so  broad,  which  would  reach  the 


the  management  surveys  where  they 
have  been  used  in  other  departments, 
the  Post  OfBce  Department  and  so  forth, 
I  think  it  would  do  what  he  wanted  to 
do.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  does  not 
want  to  hurt  the  Public  Health  Service 
in  the  work  they  are  doing  of  that  type. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  have  no  desire  to  harm 
any  worthwhile  consultative  work,  but 
let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  that  un¬ 
less  something  is  adopted  in  this  bill  he 
would  not  have  anything  to  go  to  con¬ 
ference  on.  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  like  the  idea 
of  adopting  an  amendment  hke  this  that 
affects  the  basic  research  program  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  as  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  will  do.  I  would  hope 
the  gentleman  would  withdraw  it  and 
offer  another  amendment  dealing  with 
the  overall  management  service  problem 
in  the  Government.  But  if  that  cannot 
be  done,  the  only  thing  I  can  think  of 
is  to  oppose  the  amendment  because 
the  amendment  goes  much  further  than 
the  gentleman  wants  to  go,  and  he  says 
so  himself.  It  will  affect  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health,  and  as  long  as  it  does 
that  I  just  cannot  go  along  with  the 
amendment.  We  are  in  agreement  as  to 
the  point  we  are  trying  to  reach,  but 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  goes  far 
beyond  that  and  I  cannot  support  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  set  forth 
now  just  what  these  amendments  that 
have  been  passed  during  the  last  week 
and  2  days  will  do,  so  that  Members  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  acquaint  them¬ 
selves  with  the  effect  they  will  have  with¬ 
out  going  through  the  quite  voluminous 
record  we  have  built  up.  First,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

OFFICE  OF  SECBETART 

Your  action  eliminated  the  increase 
for  the  Office  of  International  Labor  Af¬ 
fairs  amounting  to  $30,000 — a  small  sum 
to  insure  adequacy  of  the  knowledge  of 
the  Department  in  the  movement  of 
workers  and  worker  organizations  in 
various  parts  of  the  world.  It  has  been 
said  many  times  that  labor  organizations 
are  the  first  target  point  for  Communists 
to  try  and  make  inroads.  It  is  important 
that  the  Secretary  in  recommending 
labor  policy  both  here  and  abroad  have 
close  to  him  staff  advisory  assistance. 
Again  I  say  $30,000  is  a  small  amount  of 
money  for  this  purpose. 

OFFICE  OP  THE  SOLICITOR 

Here  is  where  you  become  very  ambi¬ 
tious.  You  not  only  cut  this  office  back 
to  1957  but  you  did  not  allow  money  for 
the  mandatory  increases  for  retirement 
and  transfer  of  funds  previously  ap¬ 
proved  in  another  appropriation.  In 
the  committee’s  recommendation  for  an 
appropriation  of  $2,225,000  there  was 
only  $22,000  for  program  increases.  The 
balance  was  for  mandatory  items.  If 
your  action  stands,  this  means  a  reduc- 
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tion  of  some  35  positions — this  reduc¬ 
tion  coming  at  a  time  when  the  workload 
of  the  Solicitor’s  Office  shows  increasing 
activity.  The  Solicitor’s  Office  is  begin¬ 
ning  to  feel  in  greater  numbers  the  im¬ 
pact  of  litigation  as  a  result  of  the  recent 
amendments  to  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act.  The  legislative  requirement 
that  the  wage  orders  in  Puerto  Rico  be 
reviewed  annually  has  added  a  new 
burden  to  this  Office.  I  cannot  take  the 
time  here  to  go  into  all  the  details  but 
I  assure  you  that  evidence  was  supplied 
in  committee  which  was  definitely  con¬ 
vincing  that  the  staff  requested  was 
needed.  If  the  Solicitor’s  Office  cannot 
carry  out  his  litigation  responsibilities 
there  will  be  complaints  not  only  from 
labor  but  there  will  be  complaints  from 
employers  that  unfair  employers  are  tak¬ 
ing  advantage  of  them.  Likewise  work¬ 
ers  will  not  receive  the  wages  to  which 
they  are  entitled  by  law.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  will  be  the  loser  because  third 
party  suits  under  the  Federal  Employees 
Compensation  Act  will  have  to  be  passed 
by  because  of  insufficient  staff.  Thou¬ 
sands  and  thousands  of  dollars  have 
been  recovered  by  the  Government 
through  this  legal  technique. 

MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM 

We  had  quite  a  debate  on  this  item 
yesterday  and  I  will  not  burden  you  with 
much  detail.  What  you  have  done  is 
quite  simple.  The  program  will  be  15 
percent  larger  in  1958  than  in  1957.  For 
this  increased  workload,  the  committee 
proposed  a  mere  4-percent  increase  in 
appropriations.  You  wiped  out  this 
small  increase — the  result  of  which 
means  a  deterioration  of  the  program. 
More  specifically  you  endanger  an  in¬ 
ternational  agreement  between  this 
country  and  Mexico  by  making  it  impos¬ 
sible  to  carry  out  certain  guaranties  the 
Mexican  Government  requires  for  its 
nationals  coming  to  this  country  to  work 
in  agriculture.  Does  not  the  figure  of 
over  400,000  importations  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  indicate  the  need  for 
this  program?  As  long  as  we  enjoy  a 
high  level  of  employment  we  will  need 
this  program.  As  long  as  we  enjoy  a 
few  thousands  of  savings  is  just  a  mis¬ 
take. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

In  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  the 
committee  reduced  the  request  here  by 
$135,700.  It  allowed  $119,800  increase 
over  1957,  of  which  $52,200  was  for  pro¬ 
gram  increases.  Program  increases  re¬ 
lated  to  aiding  in  the  employment  of  the 
physically  handicapped,  extension  of 
safety  service  in  the  use  of  atomic  energy, 
and  improving  conditions  of  domestic 
migrant  workers.  The  balance  of  $67,600 
was  for  mandatory  items.  TTie  action 
on  the  floor  eliminated  the  program  in¬ 
creases  for  enabling  the  Bureau  to  keep 
abreast  of  accident  hazards  in  the 
atomic  energy  field  and  institute  such 
action  in  their  safety  program  necessary 
to  promote  safety  for  the  workers  in¬ 
volved. 

BUREAU  OF  VETERANS’  REEMPLOTMENT  RIGHTS 

Perhaps  the  most  shocking  thing  of  all 
has  happened  here.  By  shaving  off 
$136,000  from  the  committee  recommen¬ 
dation,  you  are  making  necessary  an  ac¬ 


tual  reduction  in  level  of  operations  for 
this  most  crucial  activity. 

As  I  stated  on  ’Tuesday,  cmtailment  of 
other  benefits  for  servicemen  entering 
on  duty  after  January  31,  1955  makes 
the  reemployment  program  the  only  ma¬ 
jor  readjustment  device  available  to 
veterans. 

The  workload  of  this  bureau  will 
be  substantially  increased  because  of 
the  buildup  in  the  Ready  Reserves.  The 
number  of  reservists  and  National 
Guard  men  who  must  perform  training 
duty  in  1958  will  be  about  40  percent 
over  1956  and  25  percent  over  1957.  This 
increase  is  due  to  the  fact  that  all  mili¬ 
tary  releases  after  August  1957  must  ac¬ 
cept  duty  in  the  Active  Reserve. 

Because  of  your  action  this  week,  this 
Bureau  will  not  be  able  to  render  ade¬ 
quate  service  to  the  veterans. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Let  us  see  what  damage  you  have  done 
in  reducing  the  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  by  $442,000.  The  committee  had 
allowed  only  $89,560  for  program  in¬ 
creases  including  a  transfer  of  $53,300 
from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary.  Cutting 
it  back  to  the  1957  level  without  making 
allowances  for  mandatory  items  will 
make  necessary  the  reduction  of  60  posi¬ 
tions.  Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  history. 
We  have  increased  programs  through 
legislation,  increased  the  funds  for  State 
employment  agencies,  but  we  have  done 
nothing  to  allow  the  national  office  to 
keep  up  with  its  expanding  responsibili¬ 
ties.  Specifically,  it  is  responsible  for 
supervision  directly  or  indirectly  of  the 
handling  of  $1 1/2  billion  in  unemployment 
insurance  tax  collection;  $ll^  billion  in 
unemployment  insurance  benefits;  and 
one-fourth  billion  dollars  in  administra¬ 
tive  funds.  It  is  the  one  operating  arm 
of  Government  that  actually  aids  in  the 
placement  of  the  older  worker  into  a  job. 
Likewise  it  occupies  the  same  role  in 
placing  physically  handicapped  workers 
into  jobs  they  can  perform.  I  believe  you 
have  made  a  terrible  mistake  in  the  ac¬ 
tion  you  took  on  Wednesday  in  reducing 
the  appropriation  request.  If  this  action 
is  sustained  in  the  House  it  will  cut  out 
the  new  program  planned  to  help  those 
areas  with  chronic  problems  of  unem¬ 
ployment;  it  would  very  seriously  impair 
the  program  to  increase  the  placement  of 
the  handicapped  through  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  better  programs  for  the  State 
and  local  employment  officer;  and  it 
would  even  stop  the  program  for  the 
older  worker,  that  really  was  not  an  in¬ 
crease  at  all,  but  just  a  transfer  of  activi¬ 
ties  from  the  Secretary’s  Office  with  the 
Intention  that  it  evolve  from  a  planning 
program  into  an  action  program. 

BUREAU  OP  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Cutting  the  program  increases  out  of 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  request 
will  be  disastrous.  This  Bureau  in  the 
field  of  research  and  statistics  is  consid¬ 
ered  the  best  in  its  field.  Its  work  is  used 
by  all  of  us  as  well  as  by  management 
and  labor  and  the  public.  As  an  exam¬ 
ple,  again  I  remind  you  of  the  danger  of 
cutting  funds  needed  to  insure  accuracy 
of  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  Four  mil¬ 
lion  workers’  wages  go  up  or  down  as  this 
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index  moves.  It  must  be  accurate.  It 
has  become  the  biggest  tool  for  settling 
management  and  labor  differences  on 
wage  questions.  Imagine  what  will  hap¬ 
pen  if  the  accuracy  of  the  index  is  ques¬ 
tioned. 

Time  will  not  permit  detail  presenta¬ 
tion  of  all  this  Bureau’s  programs,  but  I 
assure  the  Members  of  this  body  that  its 
work  in  the  field  of  wages,  employment, 
productivity,  wholesale  and  retail  prices, 
are  all  important  to  our  economy  and 
they  are  used  extensively.  I  think  you 
all  know  that.  It  should  not  be  allowed 
to  deteriorate,  but  if  your  action  stands 
that  will  be  the  result. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

You  have  sliced  $888,000  from  the 
Wage  and  Hour  Division,  with  the  result 
that  there  will  have  to  be  an  actual  re¬ 
duction  in  level  of  operations.  This  at  a 
time  when  the  rate  of  back  wages  found 
due  is  at  the  highest  level  ever — about 
$20  million  a  year. 

Two  years  ago,  this  body,  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  vote,  increased  the  minimum 
wage  from  75  cents  to  $1.  Are  we  now 
saying  that  we  do  not  want  to  enforce 
that  minimum?  Wage-hour  investiga¬ 
tions  show  that  1  out  of  every  5  firms 
are  violating  the  dollar  minimum. 

’The  committee’s  recommendation  for 
an  appropriation  of  $10,888,000  would 
not  add  a  single  employee  to  the  Division. 
By  cutting  this  item,  you  have  reduced 
the  staff  and  consequently  reduced  the 
level  of  enforcement  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  and  the  Public  Contracts 
Act. 

You  will  cause  a  reduction  In  the  al¬ 
ready  too  small  sample  inspection  check 
which  at  this  time  is  only  7  percent  of 
800,000  covered  establishments. 

You  will  handicap  the  Division  carry¬ 
ing  out  its  legislative  responsibility  of 
reviewing  each  wage  order  in  Puerto  Rico 
annually.  If  this  work  lags  you  will 
hear  plenty  from  employers  in  the  main¬ 
land. 

Then  in  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  while  there  were 
not  nearly  so  many  amendments  adopted 
as  in  the  Department  of  Labor,  the 
amendments  that  were  adopted  certain¬ 
ly  will  have  a  disastrous  effect  if  they  are 
sustained  by  the  House.  I  want  to  set 
forth  some  facts  regarding  them  also. 

POOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Jones  amendment  would  reduce 
this  agency’s  appropriation  from  $9,300.- 
000  to  $7,973,000.  ’This  reduction  would 
bring  to  an  abrupt  halt  the  orderly  pro¬ 
gram,  started  last  year,  to  bring  this 
agency  to  the  point  where  it  can  do  a 
decent  job  of  protecting  the  American 
men,  women,  and  children  from  dan¬ 
gerous  and  filthy  foods  and  drugs.  It 
will  stop  this  program  that  was  initiated 
on  the  unanimous  recommendation  of  a 
citizens  committee  appointed  in  1954  to 
make  an  objective  study  of  this  prob¬ 
lem.  That  committee  recommended  a 
threefold  to  fourfold  expansion  of  this 
agency  within  a  period  of  5  to  10  years 
just  to  give  the  American  people  mini¬ 
mum  assurances  of  protection  against 
foods  and  drugs  that  endanger  health 
and  even  life,  for  that  matter;  1957  was 
the  first  year  of  the  program  to  carry  out 


1957 
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the  citizens  committee  recommendations 
and  the  increase  was  10  percent.  The 
amendment  would  stop  us  at  that  point — 
a  point  that,  ■  according  to  a  group  of 
our  most  eminent  citizens,  endangers  the 
safety  of  every  American. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION’ 

The  Dorn  amendment  to  the  salaries 
and  expenses  for  this  ofSce  reduces  the 
appropriation,  if  it  passes  the  House, 
from  $7  million  to  $5,518,000. 

In  1957  Congress  authorized  the  Office 
of  Education  to  begin  research  on  edu¬ 
cational  problems  of  the  mentally  re¬ 
tarded  and  in  a  few  other  highly  im¬ 
portant  areas.  Sixty-four  research  proj  - 
ects  are  now  underway  in  cooperation 
with  colleges,  universities,  and  State  de¬ 
partments  of  education.  This  is  the  start 
that  was  made  to  carry  out  the  so-called 
cooperative  research  program  in  edu-'* 
cation  that  we  authorized  2  years  ago. 

Estimates  place  the  present  number 
of  school-age  mentally  retarded  chil¬ 
dren  at  more  than  1  million.  Large 
numbers  of  those  classed  as  mentally 
handicapped  are  potentially  useful 
members  of  society  providing  they  re¬ 
ceive  proper  training  and  education. 
There  is  a  specific  need  to  determine 
what  the  school  can  reasonably  do  and 
how  it  can  best  be  done.  Substantial 
need,  also  exists  for  basic  research  in  ed¬ 
ucational  problems  of  mentally  retarded 
children. 

If  this  cut  is  sustained,  research  now 
underway  in  colleges,  universities,  and 
State  educational  institutions  would  have 
to  be  cut  back  at  once.  Contracts  with 
many  of  the  best  researchers  would  have 
to  be  canceled.  A  substantial  part  of  the 
investment  made  to  date  could  be  lost, 
as  most  research  projects  must  run 
through  fiscal  1958  for  completion.  In 
this  program  the  non-Federal  participat¬ 
ing  institutions  are  contributing  ap¬ 
proximately  30  percent  of  the  total  cost. 

This  promising  new  program  will  be 
killed  in  its  first  year  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  passes. 

The  committee  allowance  for  salaries 
in  the  office  simply  holds  the  1957  level. 
It  provides  money  required  for  full  year 
costs  of  1957  jobs  and  the  mandatory 
contribution  to  the  retirement  fund.  At 
a  time  when  educational  problems  are  a 
chief  domestic  concern,  it  does  not  make 
sense  to  cripple  the  Office  of  Education. 

PRESIDENT’S  COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  BEYOND 

THE  HIGH  SCHOOL 

The  Shuford  amendment  would  cut 
out  all  funds  for  the  Committee  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
thought  so  highly  of  that  he  started  it 
with  funds  taken  from  his  special  emer¬ 
gency  fund.  The  President  thought  we 
have  an  emergency  that  this  Committee 
can  do  something  about.  Tfien  less  than 
a  year  ago  this  House  passed  the  au¬ 
thorization  by  a  unanimous  vote — and  it 
did  not  sneak  through,  there  was  plenty 
of  discussion  about  it  that  day.  But  it 
passed  on  the  Consent  Calendar  by 
unanimous  consent.  So  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  passes  we  are  certainly  reneging 
on  what  we  told  the  people  last  year  we 
were  going  to  do  about  this  problem  of 
education  beyond  the  high  school  that 
the  President  thinks  is  an  emergency 
situation. 


GRANTS  FOR  WASTE  TREATMENT  WORKS 
CONSTRUCTION 

The  amendment  to  delete  the  entire 
amount  of  $50  million  is,  of  course,  an¬ 
other  instance  of  trying  to  repeal  an 
act  that  we  passed  by  a  substantial  vote, 
and  a  record  vote,  by  refusing  to  appro¬ 
priate  the  funds  to  carry  it  out.  But, 
aside  from  that,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  what  this  program  would  do  and 
what  will  be  lost  if  the  House  sustains 
this  amendment. 

Construction  of  sewage  treatment 
plants  has  always  been  a  costly  proposi¬ 
tion  to  municipalities.  Since  the  end  of 
World  War  II  the  financial  problems  pre¬ 
sented  by  such  construction  have  been 
growing  in  intensity  due  to  rising  costs 
associated  with  inflation,  high  interest 
rates,  and  the  increased  competition  for 
materials  and  competent  engineering 
talent.  For  instance,  construction  costs 
for  treatment  plants  have  more  than 
doubled  in  the  last  10  years.  Further¬ 
more  the  interest  rate  on  municipal  bor¬ 
rowing  has  risen  from  1.49  percent  in 
1945  to  3.12  percent  as  of  the  week  ending 
March  22,  1957.  These  factors  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  multitude  of  current 
demands  on  municipalities  for  public- 
works  construction  of  all  kinds — streets, 
school,  utility  extensions  to  new  subdivi¬ 
sions,  and  public  buildings — have  pro¬ 
duced  an  impact  on  the  comparatively 
narrow  tax  base  of  municipalities  that 
results  in  what  many  consider  to  be  an 
excessive  tax  load.  Since  counties,  school 
districts,  and  special  districts  overlap  the 
municipal  incorporated  area  and  levy 
against  the  same  tax  base  as  the  munici¬ 
palities,  the  general  financing  problem 
often  may  reach  the  near  crisis  stage  in 
many  areas.  This  situation  points  to  the 
necessity  of  extending  the  economic  base 
for  financing  the  municipalities,  espe¬ 
cially  when  the  marked  increase  in  urban 
populations  is  considered.  The  most 
feasible  extension  is  to  the  Federal  level, 
for  at  this  level  the  tax  structure  and  the 
economic  base  coincide  to  provide  the 
most  equitable  basis  for  assistance  to 
municipalities  in  recognition  of  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  involved. 

There  seems  to  be  some  misunder¬ 
standing  as  to  the  relation  of  sewage 
treatment  plant  construction  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  program  and  the  con¬ 
trol  of  water  pollution.  It  has  been 
stated  that  this  is  simply  a  Federal  grant 
to  localities  to  help  them  pay  for  local 
utility  services.  This  is  not  the  case. 
These  grants  are  to  step  up  the  con¬ 
struction  of  plants  to  treat  the  increas¬ 
ing  amount  of  sewage  that  is  coming 
from  our  rapidly  growing  cities  and 
towns.  The  benefits  of  a  municipal  sew¬ 
age  treatment  plant  are  much  greater 
to  downstream  water  users  than  to  the 
city  which  builds  the  plant.  Conse¬ 
quently,  the  importance  of  these  plants 
in  restoring  and  preserving  the  waters  of 
a  stream  so  that  the  water  can  be  used 
over  again  by  other  cities  and  industries 
transcends  local  interests.  So  if  the 
House  upholds  this  amendment  it  will 
not  mean  just  withholding  fimds  we 
have  promised  the  towns  and  cities  that 
will  build  these  plants  but  it  will  mean 
denying  all  the  people  downstream  the 
protection  from  pollution  that  we  prom¬ 


ised  by  a  substantial  majority,  on  a  roll- 
call  vote,  when  we  passed  the  new  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act. 

At  present,  less  than  9  months  after 
the  funds  were  made  available,  910  com¬ 
munities  have  made  application  for  these 
grants  and  288  applications  have  been 
fully  processed  and  approved  in  a  total 
amount  of  $24,100,000.  Moneys  re¬ 
quested  by  the  910  applicant  communi¬ 
ties  total  $84  million.  So  it  is  pretty 
clear  that  we  will  not  be  breaking  faith 
with  just  a  few  people  if  we  adopt  this 
amendment,  but  we  will  be  breaking 
faith  with  hundreds  of  towns  and  cities 
and  millions  of  American  people  all  over 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hoffman  moves  that  the  Committee 
do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revised  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
parliamentary  situation,  if  my  under¬ 
standing  is  right,  is  this :  We  will  all  ad¬ 
mit  that  the  President — or  whoever 
wrote  it  for  him — did  the  best  he  could 
when  this  budget  was  sent  to  us.  The 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  especially 
the  subcommittee,  did  the  best  it  could, 
when  the  bill  was  reported  out. 

We  have  debated  this  bill  for  6  days. 
It  is  very  evident  that  in  spite  of  all  the 
efforts  both  of  the  administration,  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  and  its 
subcommittee,  that  there  is  at  least  a 
slight  difference  of  opinion  between  the 
subcommittee,  the  full  committee,  and 
the  members  of  this  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 
We  are  advised  that  there  are  at  least 
nine  amendments  which  were  adopted 
on  which  there  will  be  a  rollcall  in  the 
House.  It  is  my  present  intent  to  ask 
for  a  rollcall  on  all  amendments  if  that 
is  to  be  the  procedure  on  the  part  of  the 
majority. 

This  being  the  situation  it  would  seem 
that  it  is  about  time  to  let  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  take  another  look  be¬ 
fore  we  have  a  rollcall  on  these  nine  or 
all  amendments. 

The  amendment  which  I  offered  here 
In  the  committee  to  permit  a  return  of 
the  bill  to  the  committee  in  the  hope  we 
might  get  the  best  possible  bill  was  ruled 
out  of  order.  In  order  to  get  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  recommit  with  instructions 
sending  the  bill  back  to  the  committee 
and  asking  the  committee  to  report 
within  5  days,  giving  the  committee  an 
opportunity  to  reconcile  its  thought  with 
the  thought  which  the  House  has  ex¬ 
pressed  here  by  the  adoption  of  these 
amendments,  it  is  necessary  to  strike  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  bill,  go  back  to 
the  House,  and  then  in  the  House  offer 
the  motion  to  recommit  with  instruc¬ 
tions.  Unless  the  committee  now  strikes 
the  enacting  clause,  the  first  order  of 
business  when  we  go  back  into  the  House 
will  be  to  vote  at  least  9  times  on  roll- 
calls.  A  vote  on  amendments  will  be  the 
first  order  of  business — unless  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause  is  stricken  now.  We  will  not 
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get  an  opportunity  to  offer  a  motion  to 
recommit  until  after  the  rollcall  has  been 
had  either  8  or  9  times  on  amendments, 
unless  the  pending  amendment  is 
adopted. 

If  Members  desire  to  give  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  an  opportunity 
to  look  over  the  Record,  and  read  some 
of  the  arguments  which  have  been  ad¬ 
vanced  in  favor  of  the  amendments 
which  the  committee  has  adopted,  this 
is  the  way  and  the  only  way  to  do  it. 
Something  was  said  a  while  ago  when  a 
similar  motion  was  offered  about  some¬ 
one  being  afraid  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted.  That  statement  is  repudiated, 
not  only  for  myself,  but  I  think  I  can 
safely  say  for  the  majority  if  not  all  the 
Members  of  the  House.  That  was  a 
charge  of  being  cowardly.  There  was  no 
justification  for  it.  Is  not  this  proposal 
the  sensible  way  to  get  the  best  possible 
bill?  Give  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions — it  does  not  claim  to  be  perfect — 
an  opportunity  to  read  the  Record  and 
consider  the  will  of  the  House,  then  come 
back  within  5  days  with  a  bill  which 
would  at  the  worst,  be  an  attempt  to 
reconcile  in  major  part  the  differences 
of  opinion  which  admittedly  exist  and  let 
the  House  vote  on  a  compromise  which 
will  give  the  best  bill  possible. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoffman) 
there  were — ayes  20,  noes  103. 

So  the  motion  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and 
report  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as  amended  do 
pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resxuned  the  Chair, 
Mr.  Forand,  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  'WTiole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
directed  him  to  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  sundry  amendments,  with 
the  recommendation  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mi\  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  amendment? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
for  a  separate  vote  on  the  Smith  amend¬ 
ment,  page  3,  line  2;  I  ask  for  a  separate 
vote  on  'the  Budge  amendment  page  4, 
line  18;  I  ask  for  a  separate  vote  on  the 
Smith  amendment,  page  5,  line  8;  I  ask 
for  a  separate  vote  on  the  Murray 
amendment,  page  11,  line  7;  I  ask  for  a 
separate  vote  on  the  Andersen  amend¬ 


ment  on  page  11,  line  12;  I  ask  for  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote  on  the  Hebert  amendment, 
page  11,  lines  23  and  24;  I  ask  for  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote  on  the  Jonas  amendment, 
page  13,  line  7;  I  ask  for  a  separate  vote 
on  the  Dorn  amendment,  page  19,  line 
15;  and  a  separate  vote  on  the  Fisher 
amendment,  page  25,  lines  1  to  4. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  other  amendment? 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  separate  vote  on  every  amendment. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  bill  be  postponed  un¬ 
til  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


\ 


HpUR  OF  MEETING  TOMORROW 

Mk  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  ^journs  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
tomorrov^t  11  o’clock. 

The  SP^KER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requeA,  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  HOITRMAN.  I  object,  Mr. 
Speaker.  \ 

augustV  STRIGGA 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  ^^eaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  fa’om  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  2046)  for  the  relief 
of  August  J.  Strigga,  Nwith  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  and'^^oncur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  oiiThe  bill.  J 

The  Clerk  read  the  Sena^  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows; 

Page  1,  line  11,  and  page  2.  line 
out  “in  excess  ol  10  percent  thereof' 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objec 
the  request  of  the  gentlema 
Massachusetts?  / 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker .^eservin; 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  am/not  going 
to  object,  but  for  the  infMmation  of 
the  House,  I  would  like  to  inquire  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachi^etts  if  these 
amendments  have  been  agreed  to  by  the 
minority  members  of  the'  committee. 

Mr.  LANE.  They  ha/e. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  withdraw  my  reser- 
;  vation  of  objection,  ]\M-.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  I^  there  objection  to 
‘  the  request  of  the  ^ntleman  from  Mas- 
;  sachusetts?  / 

;  There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 

'  / 

.  A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
I  table. 


MRS.  JOHN  WILLIAM  BRENN^ 

Mr.  LA:^E.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  coEfeent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
desk  th^  bill  (H.  R.  1863)  for  the  relief 
of  Mrs;  John  William  Brennan,  with  a 
SenaM  amendment  thereto,  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment. 

le  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill, 
le  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend- 
snt,  as  follows; 


I  Line  10,  after  "Senior”  insert  Provided 
•That  no  part  of  the  amount  appropriated  /n 
jthis  act  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  £e~ 
Iceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  accmint 
I  of  services  rendered  in  connection  wit^  this 
jclaim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawfw.  any 
•  contract  to  the  contrary  notwithsl/nding. 
iAny  person  violating  the  provision/ of  this 
jact  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  ml^emeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  shaU  be  fined 
jin  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000./ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  Objection  to 
'the  request  of  the  gentlem^  from  Mas- 
I  sachusetts?  ,/ 

There  was  no  objectioii'. 

The  Senate  amendmei/  was  concurred 
jin.  / 

A  motion  to  reconsic^r  was  laid  on  the 
table.  / 

^  JAMES  L./k>STWICK 

Mr.  LANE.  Mp.'  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to.'take  from  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  3322)  for  the  relief 
of  James  L.  Hostwick,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  t-nereto,  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Cle^  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  ainend- 


Page  /  line  8,  strike  out  all  after  “1955” 
over  to /and  including  “$1,000”  in  line  5  on 
page 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
thC/i’equest  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

I  There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
'in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

HOUR  OF  MEE-nNC  TOMORROW 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
renew  my  request  previously  made  to 
meet  tomorrow  morning  at  11  o’clock. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

Mr.  MURRAY,  I  object,  Mi’.  Speaker. 


ENSION,  RECONSTRUC'TION  AND 
RSPLACEMENT  OP  CEN'TRAL  POR- 
TI(^  OP  UNITED  STATES  CAP- 

ITOl\ 

(Mr.  rAy  asked  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  exWmd  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  RAY.  )Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  the  House,  in  conducting  its 
own  affairs,  set  example  in  the  way 
of  reducing  expenditures  and  the  drain 
upon  the  Treasui\  which  comes  with 
expenditures.  Thebans  for  extending 
the  Capitol  Building  for  a  new  House 
Office  Building  and  f(\  remodeling  ex¬ 
isting  buildings  fall  iirythat  category. 
These  two  projects  willVun  to  about 
$100  million  before  compitetion.  I  am 
introducing  two  resolutions  Xpday  in  an 
effort  to  obtain  prompt  study  jmd  report 
by  committees  consisting  of  ^members 
who  have  not  heretofore  been^volved 
in  those  plans  as  to  whether  or  i^t  the 
two  projects  can  be  deferred.  VThe 
amounts  appropriated  thus  far  ano^he 
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PROCEEDINGS 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFPICl 

(For 


OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
>artnient  Staff  Only) 


For 


AcconntingX . . . .Ul 

Ad  j  ournment  . 2h 

Appropriation^.  • . .  ,1,7 

Assistant  SecreWry . 37 

Budget . .8,28 

Corn . .^.15,23 

Cotton. . .  .  •  31 

Dairy . . . 

Deferred  grazing. . . , 
lepressed  areas,.., 3 ^2^,. 

Disaster  relief . .  3ir 

Drought  relief . ,,11,23 

Electrification, . . . . ,16,36 
Export-Import  Bank, 7 
Farm  credit . ,..,25 


CONTENTS 

Farm  program . . 

Flood  control,.,,. 

Flood  ins  urance ... 

Food  and  drug,,.,. 

Food,  surplus . 

Foreign  aid, 

Forestry . . 

Freight  rates . 

Housing. . . . . 

Humane  slaughter 
Insect  control 

mds . . . If 

jislative  program, ..7, 
Me^packing 
liLn^als . , . 


Issued  April  5,  1957  / 

actions  of  April  4,  1957^ 

85th- 1st,  No. 

12  Monopolies . . ,i'..,..27 

18  Poultry . . .  ,  ,lU,23 

18  Property, , . . , ,  . . 

,1  Reclamation.  . ,7 

,2  Reorganization. . 5^39 

10  Small  business . U,22,38 

,6  Soil  bank/... . 15,33 

Soil  copr^ervation. , ...32 

. 17 

Tariff . 9 

foreign . 9,35 

^ns  port  at  ion . 21,29 

ehicles . . .19 

'Abater ,  pollution, 1 
resources . ..•36 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  toXprovide  Jt.  ComMttee  on  Budget,  Sens.  Ellender 
and  Humphrey  criticized  Secretary’ s\peech  befor^Republican  Vifomen*  s  Conference, 

Sen,  Watkins  urged  transfer  of  certajik  Packers-^ockyards  work  from  USDA  to  FTC, 
Senate  cormnittee  reported  deferred  grazing  bil/.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  sending  surplus 
food  to  Poland,  Senate  received  President’s /message  recommending  U,  S.  membership 
in  CTC.  House  passed  Labor-HEIrJ’  appropriate^  bill.  Sen.  McClellan  introduced  and 
discussed  bill  to  extend  time  for  submis^nvof  reorganization  plans.  Sens,  Morse 
and  Neuberger  introduced  and  Sen,  Morse  «n.scuesed  bills  to  provide  emergency  loans  to 
certain  orchardists.  Sen.  Byrd  submitted  and  ^scussed  resolution  for  consolidation 
of  appropriations  bills,  / 


1. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation 
bill  for  1958  (pp.  4614-29,  A2724,  A2725-26).  On  roll  call  votes  rejected 
130-285,  an  amendment  to  reduce  from  $9,300,000  to  $7,973,000  funds  for  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  (p,  4621);  and  rejected,  185  to  231,  an  amendment 
to  strike  out  $50,000,000  for  grants  to  States  for  waste  treatment  works  con- 

under  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (pp.  4622-23). 

— -  !  r  =  •  •  iMr  " 


struction 


Began  debate  ^  H.R.  6500,  the  D.  C.  appropriation^!  1  for  1958.  pp. 

4629-30  /  \ 

The  Appropriations  Committee  received  permission  untilN^dnight  today, 
Apr.  5,  to  file  a  report  on  the  1958  Commerce  Department  apprbgpriation  bill, 
p.  4614 


2. 


3. 


SURPLUS 
con side 
we  do 


Rep.  Philbin  stated  that  he  understood  that  the  U, 
arrangements  for  sending  surplus  foods  to  Poland,  and  u) 
pp.  4631-32 


was  now 
ed  that 


DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Rep.  Hale  urged  the  passage  of  legislation  for  Federal 

.stance  to  depressed  areas,  and  pointed  out  the  need  for  such  assistance 


Maine, 


4632 


\ 


2 


4.  SMALL  BUSINESS,  Rep.  Griffiths  spoke  in  favor  of  additional  Federal  assistat 


small  businesses,  p.  4536 


5.  ORGAMZATION.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  proposed 
amen^he  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended";  to  Government 
Committees,  pp.  4517,  4637 


■to 


Oper^ions 


6.  FORESTRY;  HliIERi\LS.  Both  Houses  received  an  Alaska  Legislature  mem6rial 

requestingN:hat  no  more  wilderness  areas  or  other  withdrawals  be/raade  of  known 
mineralized  sections  of  Alaska  v/hich  would  place  these  lands  w^hin  the  scope 
of  such  propored  national  wilderness  preservation  system.  ■  pp/ 4519,  4638 

7.  LEGISLATIVE  PR0GR)\M.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  nexl/  order  of  business 

is  consideration  ^ the  D.  C,  appropriation  bill,  to  be  fallowed  next  week  by 
consideration  of  tlikcommerce  Department  appropriation  bill,  extension  of  the 
Export -Import  Bank  A^,  amendment  of  the  Small  Reclamg/-on  Projects  Act,  and 
the  military  land  with^awals  bill.  pp.  4629,  4630 


SENATE 


8. 


9. 


BUDGETING,  Passed  with  an  ac^t^dment  by  Sen.  Mansfield  to  delete  the  require¬ 
ment  that  agency  submissions  might  be  made  oiy'4n  annual  accrued  expenditure 
basis,  S.  1585,  to  provide  for\  Joint  Comm^tee  on  the  Budget.  Sen.  Mansfield 
inserted  a  statement  by  Sen.  Kennedy  on  the^ deletion. 

Received  a  N.  Mex.  Legislature  reso/tion  requesting  Congress  to  propose 
a  Constitutional  amendment  for  a  balanc/  budget,  p.  4518 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  resoluci«^n  opposing  reductions  in  expenditures 
for  farm  relief,  conservation,  and  othhr  items,  p.  4522 

Sen.  Robertson  discussed  Congri^siOTal  control  over  the  purse,  and 
inserted  a  tabulation  of  the  authplr i zat ion  balances  carried  forward  for 
expenditures  in  fiscal  1958,  pp/  4553-5  \ 

Sen.  Thurmond  inserted  a  L^ter  from  aV.  C.  High  School  favoring  budget 
reductions,  and  urged  the  Senate  to  cut  nonesVential  spending,  p,  4589 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  fr^rtn  the^ President  a  message  recommending  legislation 
to  authorize  U.  S.  membei/iip  in  the  Organization^for  Trade  Cooperation 
(H.  Doc.  146);  to  Finan/  Committee,  pp.  4511-12  \ 

Both  Houses  received  from  the  Commerce  Dept,  a  j^oposed  bill  to  authorize 
membership  in  the  Or^nization  for  Trade  Cooperation.  \pp.  4517,  4637 

Received  a  Nev/  Legislature  resolution  urging  Congress  to  return  to 
tariff  adjustment  /ased  on  protection,  pp.  4517-18 

10.  FOREIGN  AID.  Se/.  Humphrey  urged  sending  surplus  food  to  Poland,  and  inserted 

an  excerpt  fr<^  tne  President's  press  conference,  and  two  edi^rials  favoring 
help  to  Pol/i.  pp.  4543-9  \ 

Sen.  /vits  inserted  a  petition  from  the  Ajnerican  Order  of  (Sien.  Pulaski, 
favoring  aid  to  Poland,  p.  4522 

11.  DROUGH'^RELIEF.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  witnSamend- 

ment^S.  511,  to  establish  a  deferred  grazing  and  a  protein  feed  program  to  aid 
drovtht- stricken  areas  (S.  Rept.  206).  p.  4522 

12.  FA^  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Ellender  criticized  a  speech  by  the  Secretary  before  th) 
Republican  Women’s  Conference  and  administration  of  the  farm  program,  pp. 

4574-82,  4602-11 
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twice,  \n  effect — once  in  the  executive  de- 
partmenV  and  again  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Or  takNthe  case  of  the  Symington  sub¬ 
committee  \report,  issued  last  February. 
During  its  lavestigatlon,  the  subcommittee 
received  some\estlmony  which  could  not  be 
made  public  foX^ecurity  reasons,  including 
intelligence  information  from  the  Central 
Intelligence  AgencV  and  other  sources.  In 
addition,  much  su^lemental  intelligence 
material  was  requeswd,  obtained,  and  in¬ 
serted  in  the  subconnnittee  record.  The 
latest  such  material  w^  received  by  the 
committee  in  November,  and  presumably  it 
reflected  the  latest  estimate 

Yet,  in  response  to  our  qu^y,  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  staff  member  told  us :  NlNone  of  the 
unpublished  testimony  and  n^e  of  the 
other  material  supplied  during  orvafter  the 
hearings  was  such  as  to  merit  an^  change 
in  the  report.” 

In  other  words,  although  the  newest  in¬ 
telligence  revisions  had  been  made  avai^ble 
to  the  subcommittee,  the  majority  fomod 
nothing  in  them  to  cause  it  to  revise  it 
gloomy  picture  of  the  relative  airpowerN 
strengths  of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union. 

In  summary  then,  one  must  place  the  re¬ 
vised  estimates  in  balance  by  remembering 
that :  ' 

They  are  temporary  in  nature,  and  apply 
only  over  the  next  2  years. 

They  represent  only  a  fraction  of  over¬ 
all  Soviet  strength. 

They  have  already  been  reflected  in  the 
present  budget. 

We  trust  that  the  Congress  will  weigh 
these  factors  carefully  in  their  current  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  Air  Force  budget. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
accordance  vrith  the  order  previously 
entered,  I  now  move  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  until  12  o’clock 
noon  on  Monday  next. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
6  o’clock  and  39  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adjourned,  the  adjournment  being 
pursuant  to  the  order  previously  entered, 
to  Monday,  April  8,  1957,  at  12  o’clock 
meridian. 


NOMINATIONS  / 

Executive  nominations  received  b^he 
Senate  April  4,  1957:  y 

United  Nations 

Donald  Vaughn  Lowe,  of  Nevy^Tersey,  to 
be  the  representative  of  the  XJjiited  States 
of  America  on  the  Transport  ^d  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission  of  th^Economic  and 
Social  Council  of  the  Unit^  Nations. 

The  following-named  /persons  for  reap¬ 
pointment  to  the  acti;^ list  of  the  Regular 
Army  of  the  United/States,  in  the  grade 
specified,  from  the  ^mporary  disability  re¬ 
tired  list,  under  tile  provisions  of  title  10, 
United  States  C^e,  section  1211: 

IN  THE  Armt 
'TO  BE  COLONELS 

Frieders^rff,  Louis  C.,  015732. 

Nemo.yRalph,  08362. 

The ^llowing-named  persons  for  appoint- 
men^n  the  Regular  Army  of  the  TJnlted 
Stores,  in  the  grades  and  corps  specified, 
uu«er  the  provisions  of  title  10,  United  States 
rfode,  section  3294  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
497,  84th  Congress,  title  10,  United  States 


Code,  section  3291,  and  Public  Law  294,  84th 
Congress,  title  10,  United  States  Code,  section 
3311,  title  10,  United  States  Code,  section 
3292,  and  Public  Law  737,  84th  Congress: 

TO  BE  CAPTAINS 

Distelhorst,  Frederick  W.,  DC,  04022419. 
Dixon,  Leon  M.,  Jr.,  MC,  C968320. 
Edwards,  Ian  K.,  MC,  02267482. 

Ford,  George  W.,  MC,  01941874. 

Hanson,  Merril  H..  DC,  04050928. 

Hanson,  Thomas  A.,  MC,  01891967. 
Lamson,  Thomas  H.,  MC,  0975561. 
Lipscomb,  James  Watts,  MC. 

Mansfield,  John  O.,  MC,  04016515. 
Monahan,  James  L.,  DC,  0938692. 
Nakagawa,  Bunzo,  MC,  01923107. 

Rose,  Lawrence  R.,  MC,  04067286. 
Shamburek,  Roland  H.,  MC,  04016792. 
Turner,  Guthrie  L.,  Jr.,  MC,  02269024. 

'TO  BE  FIRST  LIEUTENANTS 

Adams,  Charles  R,,  Jr.,  JAGC,  02280046. 
Bogrette,  Ann,  AMSC,  M2994. 

Brown,  Eleanor  N.,  ANC,  N901344. 

Butcher,  Anna  M.,  ANC,  N901175. 

Church,  Roy  S.,  MSC,  01918954. 

Conley,  Paul  J.,  MC. 

Cooper,  Robbie  F.,  ANC,  N900237. 
el  Valle-Garcia,  Rafael  A.,  MC,  02034117 
yle,  Thomas  M.,  MSC,  01922527.  ^ 

Fi^to,  Charles  T.,  MC.  / 

For^,  Philip  E.,  MSC,  01893890.  ,/ 

P\itor^.  Jack  M.,  MC.  / 

Griffin.^Robert  E..  MSC,  04005204./ 
Helmanipt^eanor  M.,  ANC,  N805421. 
Hettinger.Noale  A.,  DC,  040438^2. 

Hille.  Roberty^A.,  MSC,  04020893. 

Hewlett,  Byr^  P.,  Jr.,  MSC,/O1933640. 

Jan.  Lloyd  V.,  ^C,  01933746. 

Johnson,  Merlym,B.,  DC/ 

Kellert,  Albert  J.,\lC,  ,04022333. 

Kiel,  Richard  A.,  01893902. 

Kirchner,  Marvin  M/^,  04056269. 

Lau,  Bennett  M.  K<{ m\  04051019. 

Little.  Earle  E.,  MC. 

Marill,  Irwin  H<-;  MC,  040^5453?. 

Matthews,  N^cy  L.,  AMSC^m20006. 
Mendez,  En/que,  Jr.,  MC,  04055405. 
Mlddletoiy  Gordon  K.,  Jr.,  MOL 
Munoz-NOya,  Orlando,  DC,  022T6571. 
Nishlkawa,  Wallace  Y.,  MC,  040^120. 
Pelh/n,  Walter  L.,  MC. 

PoT/d,  Edwin  C.,  Jr.,  MC,  04043783. 

PrAtt,  Curtiss  R.,  MC,  04051090. 

Radentz,  William  H.,  DC,  02274487. 

/RosS,  Don  R.,  MSC,  04007162. 

/  Sadler,  Tom  H.,  MSC,  02272296. 

Schiele,  Raymond  J.,  DC,  02276563. 

Smith,  Elizabeth  R.,  Jr.,  WAC,  L1010476. 
Theodoroff,  Mary  J.,  WAC,  L1020648. 
Vickers,  Russell  E.,  JAGC,  02273140. 

Waters,  Ethel  D.,  WAC,  L1010639. 

Williams,  Dana  S.,  MC,  02274744. 

Winfield,  Mark  E.,  MC,  01341842. 

Wolcott,  Jeane  M.,  WAC,  L1020060. 
Yamamoto,  Hiroshi,  MSC,  04006713. 
Yarbrough,  Roy  D.,  MSC,  02206298. 

Zone,  Robert  M.,  MC,  04087979. 

TO  BE  SECOND  LIEUTENANTS 

Bullard,  John  W.,  MSC,  04030646. 

Erickson,  Duane  G.,  MSC,  04030113. 

Gray,  Barbara  D.,  AMSC,  M3037. 

Latta,  Patricia  A.,  AMSC,  M3024. 

Read,  Betty  I.,  WAC,  L1010826. 

'  Silvernale,  Douglas  J.,  MSC,  04029627. 
Stover,  James  W.,  MSC,  04019402. 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United 
States,  In  the  grades  specified,  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Public  Law  737,  84th  Congress: 

TO  BE  CAPTAINS 

Franklin,  Swayne  B.,  01688769. 

Phillips.  Eric  C.,  01181082. 

White,  Kent  B.,  0404333. 


TO  BE  FIRST  LIEUTENANTS 

Baker,  Theodore  A.,  01917897. 

McDonald,  Payton  R.,  Jr.,  04023600. 

Stenqulst,  Richard  W.,  01341054.  / 

TO  BE  SECOND  LIEUTENANTS 

Kelley,  Emmett  L.,  Jr.,  0403140 

i^omarow,  Ronald  M.,  0404030J:; 

McCuistion,  Alan  L.,  0401073 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  in  the  Medical  Corn^  Regular  Army 
of  the  United  States,  in/the  grade  of  first 
lieutenant,  under  the  mbvislons  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  se^ion  3294  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  497,  8^h  Congress,  subject  to 
completion  of  internship: 

Farbsteln,  Mai/n  E. 

Leonard,  Jolyi  T. 

Spees,  Ever^  K.,  Jr. 


The  follQwing-named  distinguished  mili¬ 
tary  students  for  appointment  in  the  Medi¬ 
cal  Service  Corps,  Regular  Army  of  the  United 
States/in  the  grade  of  second  lieutenant, 
und/ the  provisions  of  Public  Law  737,  84th 
Congress : 


/Oswalt,  Harris  G. 


/  Browning,  Robert  D. 

/  The  following-named  distinguished  mili¬ 
tary  students  for  appointment  in  the  Regu¬ 
lar  Army  of  the’ United  States,  in  the  grade 
of  second  lieutenant,  under  the  provisions 
of  Public  Law  737,  84th  Congress: 


Adams,  James  E. 
Baker,  Jerry  W. 
Banner,  Thomas  A. 
Bell,  Ross  T.,  Jr. 
Berg,  George  A. 


London,  William  G. 
McFarland,  Roger  E. 
McGarvey,  Bruce  H. 
Mettam,  Richard  E. 
Nelson,  Clifford  R. 


Carpenter,  Rodney  K.  Nemeth,  Philip  K. 
Cockrell,  Allen  A.,  Jr.  Nestle,  Eugene  C. 
Cothran,  Paul  E. 


Nichols,  Charles  W. 
Noyer,  Gary  R. 
Parrack,  Jim  M.,  Jr. 
Paulus,  Lawrence  R. 
Philpott,  Lawrence  D., 
04060575 

Pinnell,  Aubrey  B.,  Jr. 
Plummer,  Gerrell  V. 
Polk,  John  C. 

Pople,  Richard  A. 


Coull,  James  M. 

Crawford,  Jack  F. 

Davies,  Peter  G., 

04077302 

Desonier,  Richard  J. 

Echols,  Bill  D. 

Fleming^  Jerry  L. 

'  Forgy,  Jack  O. 

Gagllardone,  John  L. 

George,  Edward  H.,  IHporter,  Bobby  B. 
Gonzales,  Richard  E.,  Rafferty,  James  E. 

Jr.,  04072259  Rich,  Arthur  L.,  Jr. 

Grant,  Arthur  J.,  Jr.  Robbins,  Grant  C. 
Grimes,  Dan  S.  Rock,  Thomas  L. 

Harris^  Chester  R.,  Jr. simpson,  William  F.,  Jr 
Harris,  Thomas  L.,  Jr. Sones,  Vernon  B. 
[arvard,  Thomas  P.,stoll,  Roy  M. 

Thorne,  Gerald  B. 
Heloling,  Ray  D.  Trdla,  Joseph  R. 

Hof^  Kenneth  W.  Turk,  Roy  M. 
Hutc^on,  Jack  R.  Wharton,  Walter  N. 
Hyde,  Hubert  K.,  Jr.,  Whatley,  Howard  G., 


040484 
Isbell,  Jarr^^s  C. 
Jones,  Walt^R. 
Kruger,  Robe' 
Leos,  Tommy  C? 
Logan,  Laddie  B' 


04062241 
Williams,  Edward  H. 
Williams,  William  J., 
Jr. 

Zimmerman,  Robert 


\ 

CONFIRMATIONS 

EJxecutive  Iiominati^s  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  April  4,  1951 

United  States  CiRCuIr  Judge 
Clement  F.  Haynsworth,  Jr.,  ^South  Caro¬ 
lina,  to  be  United  States  circuit  ju^ge,  fourth, 
circuit. 

United  States  Customs  CouiA 
Scovel  Richardson,  of  Missouri;  to  be  j^^dge. 
United  States  Customs  Court. 


I 


House  of  Representatives 

/I  Thursday,  April  4,  1957 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon.  / 
The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskairtp, 
D.  D.,  offered  the  following  prayer; 

O  Thou  God  of  our  fathers  and /all 
their  succeeding  generations  we  rejoice 
that  our  loftiest  aspirations  and  deroest 
longings  find  their  source  and  theiiysup- 
ply  in  Thee.  / 

We  pray  that  daily  we  may  yield  our 
minds  and  hearts  in  glad  and  grateful 
obedience  to  Thy  wise  and  holy  mil. 

Grant,  that  especially  during  mis  day 
we  may  have  the  presence  and, 'guiding 
power  of 'Thy  divine  spirit.  / 

Inspire  ps  to  discharge  our  duties  with 
an  eye  sing:le  to  Thy  glory  and  joe  worthy 
of  receiving  the  benediction  w;nich  Thou 
dost  bestow'  upon  the  faithfuL' 

In  Christ^  name  we  offer  hm  prayer. 
Amen. 

■raE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal'  of  the  proceedings  of  yes-i 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


CORRECTION  OP  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Sp/feaker,  on  yester¬ 
day  I  offered  an  ainendment  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  on  page  33l'line/2.  The  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  on  page  4492  shows  that 
amendment  to  have, been  rejected  where¬ 
as,  in  fact,  it  was  agre,fed  to.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  thaV  the  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected'kccordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Ig  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentl^eman  from  Idaho?; 

There  was  no  ^je^tion.  I 


DEPARTMENT  OP  \cOMMERCE  ' 

APPROPHIATIC^  BILL 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  fepeaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow  night  to  file  a  report  on 
the  Department  of  Commer^  and  related 
agencies  appropriation  bill  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958.  ,  \ 

The  SPEi/JiKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

Mr.  CLEVENGER  reserved  all  points  of 
order.  \ 


COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR 
STANDARDS  \ 

Mr.  KELLEY  of  Pennsylvania^  Mr., 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Labor  Standards  of 
the^House  Committee  on  Educatiomand 
Labor  may  sit  tomorrow,  if  necesi^ry, 
durpig  general  debate.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
tha'  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Peim- 
syiyania?  \ 

/There  was  no  objection.  \ 

i 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL- 

PARE,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES, 

APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  further  consideration  of  the 
bill  H.  R.  6287,  which  the  Clerk  will 
report  by  title.  , 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Separate  votes  hav¬ 
ing  been  demanded  on  all  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole, 
the  Clerk  will  report  the  first  amend¬ 
ment  on  which  a  separate  vote  was 
demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  2,  lines  11  and  12,  strike  out  “$1,510,- 
000”  in  line  11  and  “$200,000”  in  line  12  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,480,000”  in  line  11 
and  "$170,000”  in  line  12. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  286,  nays  126,  not  voting  20, 
as  follows; 

[Roll  No.  37] 

YEAS— 286 


Abbitt 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Fountain 

Abernethy 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Frazier 

Adair 

Cannon 

Gary 

Alexander 

Carrlgg 

Ga  things 

Alger 

Cederberg 

Gavin 

Allen,  Calif. 

Chamberlain 

George 

Alien,  Ill. 

Chelf 

Grant 

Andersen, 

Chenoweth 

GrlflJn 

H.  Carl 

Chiperfield 

Gross 

Andrews 

Church 

Gubser 

Arends 

Clevenger 

Gwinn 

Ashmore 

Coad 

Hale 

Auchincloss 

Cole 

Haley 

Avery 

Collier 

Halleck 

Ayres 

Colmer 

Harden 

Baker 

Cooper 

Hardy 

Baldwin 

Corbett 

Harris 

Barden 

Coudert 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Baring 

Cramer 

Harrison,  Va. 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Cunningham, 

Harvey 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Iowa 

Hays,  Ohio 

Bates 

Cunningham, 

Hebert 

Baumhart 

Nebr. 

Hemphill 

Beamer 

Curtin 

Henderson 

Becker 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Herlong 

Beokworth 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Heselton 

Belcher 

Dague 

Hess 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hiestand 

Bennett.  Mich. 

Dawson,  Utah 

Hill 

Bentley 

Dempsey 

Hillings 

Berry 

Dennison 

Hoeven 

Betts 

Derounlan 

Hoffman 

Blitch 

Devereux 

Holmes 

Boggs 

Dixon 

Holt 

Boland 

Dooley 

Horan 

Bolton 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Hosmer 

Bonner 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Huddleston 

Bosch 

Dowdy 

Hyde 

Bow 

Durham 

Ikard 

Boykin 

Edmondson 

Jackson 

Breeding 

Engle 

James 

Brooks,  La. 

Evlns 

Jarman 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Fallon 

Jenkins 

Brown,  Ga. 

Fascell 

Jennings 

Brown,  Mo. 

Feighan 

Jensen 

Brown,  Ohio 

Fei.ton 

Johansen 

Brownson 

Fine 

Johnson 

Broyhlll 

Fisher 

Jonas 

Budge 

Flynt 

Jones,  Mo. 

Burleson 

Ford 

Judd 

Bush 

Forrester 

Kean 

Kearney 

Norblad 

Smith,  Miss. 

Keating 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

Smith,  Va. 

Keeney 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Kilburn 

Osmers 

Springer 

Kllday 

Ostertag 

Stauffer 

Kilgore 

Patman 

Steed 

Kitchln 

Pelly 

Taber 

Knox 

Pfost 

Talle 

Krueger 

Pillion 

Taylor 

Laird 

Poage 

Teague,  Calif. 

Landrum 

Poff 

Tewes 

Lane 

Prouty 

Thomas 

Latham 

Ray 

Thompson,  La. 

LeCompte 

Reed 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Lennon 

Rees,  Kans. 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Lipscomb 

Reuss 

Thornberry 

Loser 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Tollefson 

McCulloch 

Rlehlman 

Trimble 

McDonough 

Riley 

Tuck 

McGregor 

Rivers 

Udall 

MeIntire 

Roberts 

Utt 

McIntosh 

Robeson,  Va. 

Vanik 

McMillan 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Van  Pelt 

MeVey 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Vorys 

Macdonald 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Vursell 

Mack,  Wash. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Wainwrlght 

Magnuson 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Watts 

Mahon 

Rutherford 

Weaver 

Mailllard 

Sadlak  ’ 

Westland  ■ 

Martin 

St.  George 

Wharton 

Mason 

Schenck 

Whltener 

Matthews 

“Scherer 

Whitten 

Meader 

Schwengel 

Wldnall 

Michel 

Scott,  N.  C.  , 

Wigglesworth 

Miller,  Md. 

Scott,  Pa. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Scrivner 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Scudder 

Willis 

Mills 

Selden 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Minshall 

Shuford 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Morrison 

Sikes 

Winstead 

Moss 

Siler 

Wright 

Mumma 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Yates 

Murray 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Young 

Neal 

Sisk 

Younger 

Nicholson 

Smith,  Calif. 

Nimtz 

Smith,  Kans. 

NAYS — 126 


Addonlzio 

Green,  Oreg. 

Multer 

Albert 

Griffiths . 

Natcher 

Anfuso 

Hagen 

Norrell 

Ashley 

Haskell 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Bailey 

Hays,  Ark. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Barrett 

Healey 

O’Konski 

Blatnlk 

Holifield 

O’Neill 

Bolling 

Holland 

Passman 

Boyle 

Hull 

Patterson 

Bray 

Jones,  Ala. 

Perkins 

Broomfield 

Karsten 

Philbin 

Buckley 

Kearns 

Pilcher 

Burdick 

Kee 

Polk 

Byrd 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Porter 

Canfield 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Preston 

Carnahan 

Keogh 

Price 

Celler 

King 

Rabaut 

Christopher 

Kirwan 

Radwan 

Chudoff 

Kluczynskl 

Rains 

Coffin 

Knutson  ^ 

Rhodes,  Pa, 

Cooley 

Lanham 

Rodino  - 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lankford 

Rooney 

Delaney 

Lesinskl 

Santangelo 

Dellay 

Long 

Saund 

Denton 

McCarthy 

Saylor 

Dingell 

McConnell 

Seely-Brown 

Dollinger 

McCormack 

Shelley 

Donohue 

McFall 

Sheppard 

Doyle 

McGovern 

Spence 

Dwyer 

Machrowlcz 

Staggers 

Eberharter 

Mack.Jll. 

Sullivan 

Elliott 

Madden 

Teague,  Tex. 

Farbsteln 

Marshall 

Teller 

Flood 

May 

Thompson,  N.  J, 

Fogarty 

Merrow 

Ullman  ♦ 

Forand 

Metcalf 

Van  Zandt 

Frellnghuysen 

Miller.  Calif. 

Vinson 

Frledel 

Moore 

Wier 

Garmatz 

Morano 

Withrow 

Gordon 

Morgan 

Wolverton 

Granahan 

Morris 

Zablockl 

Gray 

Moulder 

Zelenko 
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NOT  VOTING— 20 


Anderson, 
Mont. 
Andresen, 
August  H. 
Aspinall 
Bowler 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Clark 


Cretella 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dies 
Diggs 
Fulton 
Green,  Pa. 
Gregory 
Holtzman 


Powell 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Roosevelt 

Sheehan 

Slemlnskl 

Walter 


So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
paii's : 

On  this  vote:  ^ 

Mr.  Re^ce  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr. 
Fulton  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr. 
Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Aspinall  against. 

Mr.  Sheehan  for,  with  Mr.  Anderson  of 
Montana  against.  i 

Mr.  Clark  for,  with  Mr.  Walter  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  ANFUSO  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  Illinois  changed  his 
vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  9,  strike  out  “$2,225,000” 
and  insert  “$2,021,000.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were— yeas  241,  nays  171,  not  voting.  20, 
as  follows; 

[Roll  No.  38] 


YEAS— 241 


Abbitt 

Chiperfleld 

Haskell 

Adair 

Church 

Hays,  Ark. 

Alexander 

Clevenger 

Hays,  Ohio 

Alger 

Cole 

Hubert 

Allen,  Calif. 

Collier 

Hemphill 

Allen,  Ill. 

Colmer 

Henderson 

Andersen, 

Cooper  . 

Herlong 

H.  Carl 

Coudert 

Hess 

Arends 

Cramer 

Hiestand 

Ashmore 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Hill 

Auchincloss 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Hillings 

Avery 

Dague 

Hoeven 

Ayres 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hoffman 

Baker 

Dawson,  Utah 

Holt 

Barden 

Dennison 

Hosmer 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Derounian 

Huddleston 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Devereux 

Hull 

Bates 

Dixon 

Hyde 

Baum  hart 

Dooley 

Ikard 

Beamer 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Jackson 

Becker 

Dom,  S.  C. 

James 

Beckworth 

Dowdy 

Jenkins 

Belcher 

Durham 

Jennings 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Evins 

Jensen 

Bentley 

Fallon 

J  ohansen 

Berry 

Fascell 

Jonas 

Betts 

Fisher 

Jones.  Mo. 

Blitch  .■ 

Flynt 

Kearney 

Bolton 

Ford  ' 

Keating 

Bonner 

Forrester 

Keeney 

Bosch 

Fountain 

Kilbm-n 

Bow 

Frazier 

Kilday 

Brooks,  La. 

Frelinghuysen 

Kilgore 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Gary 

Kltchin 

Brown.  Ohio 

Gathings 

Knox 

Brownson 

George 

Krueger 

Broyhill 

Grant 

Laird 

Buckley 

Gross 

Landrum 

Budge 

Gubser 

Latham 

Burleson 

Gwinn 

LeCompte 

Bush 

Haie 

Lennon 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Haley 

Lipscomb 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Harden 

Loser 

Cannon 

Hardy 

McConnell 

Cederberg 

Harris 

McCulloch 

Chamberlain 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

McDonough 

Chelf 

Harrison,  Va. 

McGregor 

Chenoweth 

Harvey 

Mclntire 

No.  59 - 14 


McMillan 

McVey 

Macdonald 

Mack,  Ill. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Mahon 

Mallliard 

Martin 

Ma.son 

Matthews 

Meader 

Merrow 

Michel 

Miller,  Md. 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Miller.  N.  Y. 

Mills 

Mlnshall 

Mumma 

Murray 

Neal 

Nicholson 

Nimtz 

Norblad 

Norrell 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Pfost 

Pillion 

Poage 

Poff 

Prouty 


Ray 

Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 

Rhodes,  Ariz, 

Riehlman 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Robeson.  Va. 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Rutherford 

St.  George 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Scrivner 

Scudder 

Selden 

Shuford 

Sikes 

Siler 

Simpson,  Ill. 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Miss. 
Smith,  Va. 
Smith,  Wis. 
Springer 
Stauffer 


Taber 

Talle 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Teague,  Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson,  La. 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Thomson,  Wyo. 
Thomberry 
Tuck 
Utt 

Van  Pelt 

Vorys  , 

Vursell 

Wainwright 

Weaver 

Westland 

Wharton 

Whitener 

Whitten 

Wldnall 

Wiggles  worth 

Williams,  Miss. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Willis 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Winstead 

Wright 

Young 

Younger 


NAYS— 171 


Addonlzlo 

Frledel 

Natcher 

Albert 

Garmatz 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Anfuso 

Gavin 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

Ashley 

Gordon 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Bailey 

Granahan 

O’Konski 

Baldwin 

Gray 

O’Neill 

Baring  ~ 

Green,  Greg. 

Passman 

Barrett 

Green,  Pa. 

Patman 

Bennett,  Mich.  Griffin 

Patterson 

Blatnlk 

Griffiths 

Pelly 

Boggs 

Hagen 

Perkins 

Boland 

Halleck 

Philbln 

Bolling 

Healey 

Pilcher 

Boyle 

Heselton 

Polk 

Bray 

Holifield 

Porter 

Breeding 

Holland 

Powell 

Broomfield 

Holmes 

Preston 

Brown,  Ga. 

Horan 

Price 

Brown.  Mo. 

Jarman 

Rabaut 

Burdick 

Johnson 

Radwan 

Byrd 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rains 

Canfield 

Judd 

Reuss 

Carnahan 

Kars  ten 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Carrlgg 

Kean 

Riley 

Celler 

Kearns 

Rodino 

Christopher 

Kee 

Rooney 

Chudoff 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Sadlak 

Clark 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Santangelo 

Coad 

Keogh 

Saund 

Coffin 

King 

Saylor 

Cooley 

Klrwan 

Schwengel 

Corbett 

Kluczynski 

Scott,  Pa. 

Cunningham, 

Knutson 

Seely-Brown 

Iowa 

Lane 

Shelley 

Cunningham, 

Lanham 

Sheppard 

Nebr. 

Lankford 

Sisk 

Curtin 

Leslnskl 

Spence 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Long 

Staggers 

Delaney 

McCarthy 

Steed 

Dellay 

McCormack 

Sullivan  V 

Dempsey 

McFall 

Teller 

Denton 

McGovern 

Tewes 

Dlngell 

McIntosh 

Thompson,  N.  J, 

Dollinger 

Machrowlcz 

Tollefson 

Donohue 

Madden 

Trimble 

Doyle 

Magnuson 

Udall 

Dwyer 

Marshall 

Ullman 

Eberharter 

May 

Vanik 

Edmondson 

Metcalf 

Van  Zandt 

Elliott 

Miller,  Calif. 

Vinson 

Engle 

Moore 

Watts 

Farbstein 

Morano 

Wler 

Feighan 

Morgan 

Withrow 

Fenton 

Morris 

Wolverton 

Fino 

Morrison 

Yates 

Flood 

Moss 

Zablocki 

Fogarty 

Moulder 

Zelenko 

Forand 

Multer 

NOT  VOTING— 

-20 

Abernethy 

Boykin 

Holtzman 

Anderson, 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Reece.  Tenn. 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Roosevelt 

Andresen, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Sheehan 

August  H. 

Dies 

Siemlnskl 

Andrews 

Diggs 

Walter 

Aspinall 

Fulton 

Bowler 

Gregory 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  Pul¬ 
ton  against. 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Holtz¬ 
man  against. 

Mr.  Sheehan  for,  with  Mr.  Bowler  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  BRAY  changed  his  vote  from  “yea” 
to  “nay.” 

Mr.  PINO  changed  his  vote  from  “yea” 
to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  was  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  4,  line  7,  strike  out  “$1,031,300” 
and  insert  “$985,000.” 

The  SPEAKE31,.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  246,  nays  169,  not  voting  17, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  39] 

YEAS — 246 


Abbitt 

Collier 

Ikard 

Abernethy 

Cooley 

Jackson 

Adair 

Cooper 

James 

Addonizio 

Coudert 

Jarman 

Alexander 

Cramer 

Jenkins 

Alger 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Jennings 

Allen,  Calif. 

Dague 

Jensen 

Allen,  Ill. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Johansen 

Andersen, 

Dawson.  Utah 

Johnson 

H.  Carl 

Dempsey 

Jonas 

Andrews 

Derounian 

Jones,  Mo. 

Arends 

Devereux 

Kearney 

Ashley 

Dixon 

Keating 

Ashmore 

Dooley 

Keeney 

Avery 

Dom,  S.  C. 

Kllburn 

Ayres 

Dowdy 

Kilday 

Baker 

Durham 

Kilgore 

Barden 

Engle 

Klrwan 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Evins 

Kitchin 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Fallon 

Kluczynski 

Bates 

Fisher 

Krueger 

Beamer 

Flynt 

Laird 

Becker 

Ford 

Landrum 

Beckworth 

Forrester 

Lane 

Belcher 

Fountain 

Latham 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Frazier 

LeCompte 

Bentley, 

Frelinghuysen 

Lennon 

Berry 

Gary 

Lipscomb 

Betts 

Gathings 

Loser 

Blitch 

Grant 

McCulloch 

Boggs 

Gross 

McDonough 

Boland 

Gubser 

McGregor 

Bonner 

Gwinn 

Mclntire 

Bosch 

Hale 

McMillan 

Bow 

Halev 

McVey 

Bovle 

Halleck 

Macdonald 

Breeding 

Harden 

Mack.  Wash. 

Brooks.  La. 

Hardy 

Magnuson 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Harris 

Mahon 

Brown,  Ga. 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Mallliard 

Brown.  Ohio 

Harrison,  Va. 

Martin 

Brownson 

Harvey 

Mason 

Broyhill 

Hays,  Ark. 

Meader 

Budge 

Hays,  Ohio 

Merrow 

Burleson 

Hebert 

Michel 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Hemphill 

MlUer,  Md. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Henderson 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Cannon 

Herlong 

MUler,  N.  Y. 

Cederberg 

Hess 

Mills 

Chamberlain 

Hiestand 

Mlnshall 

Chelf 

Hill 

Morrison 

Chenoweth 

Hillings 

Mumma 

Chiperfield 

Hoeven 

Murray 

Church 

Hoffman 

Neal 

Clark 

Horan 

Nlcholspn 

Clevenger 

Hosmer 

Nimtz 

Cole 

Huddleston 

Norblad 

4616  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  April  i 


O'Brien.  Ill. 

Selden 

Trimble 

O’Hara.  Minn. 

Sheehan 

Tuck 

Ostertag 

Sheppard 

Utt 

Pillion 

Shuford 

Van  Pelt 

Poage 

Sikes 

Vorys 

Poff 

Siler 

Vursell 

Ray 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Walnwright 

Reed 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Watts 

Rees,  Kans. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Weaver 

Reuss 

Smith,  Kans. 

Wharton 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Smith,  Miss. 

■Whltener 

Riehlman 

Smith,  Va. 

Whitten 

Riley 

Smith,  Wls. 

Wigglesworth 

Rivers  ' 

Springer 

Williams,  Miss. 

Robeson,  Va.. 

Stauffer 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Taber 

Willis 

Rodino 

Talle 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Taylor 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Winstead 

Rutherford 

Teague,  Tex. 

Wright 

St.  George 

Tewes 

Yates 

Schenck 

Thomas 

Young 

Scherer 

Thompson,  La. 

Younger 

Scott.  N.  C. 

Thompson,  Tex 

.  Zablocki 

Scrlvner 

Thomson,  Wyo 

Scudder 

Thornberry 

NAYS— 169 

Albert 

Frledel 

Multer 

Anfuso 

Garmatz 

Natcher 

Auchincloss 

Gavin 

Norrell 

Bailey 

George 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Baldwin 

Gordon 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Baring 

Granahan 

O’Konskl 

Barrett 

Gray 

O’Neill 

Baumhart 

Green,  Oreg. 

Osmers 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Green,  Pa. 

Passman 

Blatnik 

Griffin 

Patman 

Bolling 

Griffiths 

Patterson 

Bolton 

Hagen 

Pelly 

Bray 

Haskell 

Perkins 

Broomfield 

Healey 

Pfost 

Brown,  Mo. 

Heselton 

Philbin 

Buckley 

Holifield 

Pilcher 

Burdick 

Holland 

Polk 

Bush 

Holmes 

Porter 

Byrd 

Holt 

Powell 

Byrne.  Pa. 

Hull 

Preston 

Canfield 

Hyde 

Price 

Carnahan 

Jones,  Ala. 

Prouty 

Carrigg 

Judd 

Rabaut 

Celler 

Karsten 

Radwan 

Christopher 

Kean 

Rains 

Chudoff 

Kearns 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Coad 

Kee 

Roberts 

Cofiin 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Corbett 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Cxmningham, 

Keogh 

Rooney 

Iowa 

King 

Sadlak 

Cunningham, 

Knox 

Santangelo 

Nebr. 

Knutson 

S^und 

Curtin 

Lanham 

Saylor 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Lankford 

Schwengel 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lesinskl 

Scott,  Pa. 

Delaney 

Long 

Seely-Brown 

Dellay 

McCarthy 

Shelley 

Dennison 

McConnell 

Sisk 

Denton 

McCormack 

Spence 

Dingell 

McFall 

Staggers 

Dollinger 

McGovern 

Steed 

Donohue 

McIntosh 

Sullivan 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Machrowicz 

Teller 

Doyle 

Mack,  Ill. 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Dwyer 

Madden 

Tollefson 

Eberharter 

Marshall 

Udall 

Edmondson 

Matthews 

Ullman 

Elliott 

May 

Vanik 

Farbstein 

Metcalf 

Van  Zandt 

Fascell 

Miller,  Calif. 

Vinson 

Feighan 

Moore 

Westland 

Fenton 

Morano 

Widnall 

Finn 

Morgan 

Wler 

Flood 

Morris 

Withrow' 

Fogarty 

Moss 

Wolverton 

Forand 

Moulder 

Zelenko 

NOT  VOTING— 

17 

Anderson, 

Colmer 

Holtzman 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Andresen. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Roosevelt 

August  H. 

Dies 

Siemlnski 

Aspinall 

Diggs 

Walter 

Bowler 

Fulton 

Boykin 

Gregory 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs ; 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Fulton 
against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr. 
Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Aspinall  against. 


Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Walter  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  BOYLE  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  and  Mr. 
GEORGE  changed  their  vote  from  “yea” 
to  “nay.” 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  in 
the  hall  outside  when  my  name  was 
called.  Do  I  qualify? 

The  SPEAEiER.  Not  unles  the  gentle¬ 
man  was  in  the  room  listening  when  his 
name  was  called. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next-amendment  on  which  a  separate 
vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  4,  line  18,  strike  out  “$542,000”  and 
insert:  “$406,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  137,  nays  275,  not  voting  20, 
as  follows: 

I  Roll  No.  40] 

YEAS — 137 


Abbltt 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Miller,  Md. 

Alexander 

Dowdy 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Alger 

Fisher 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Allen,  Calif. 

Flynt 

Minshall 

Allen,  Ill. 

Ford 

Mumma 

Andersen, 

Forrester 

Murray 

H.  Carl 

Gary 

Neal 

Andrews 

Gathings 

Nicholson 

Arends 

Gross 

Norblad 

Ashmore 

Gwinn 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Avery 

Hale 

Pillion 

Ayres 

Haley 

Poage 

Baker 

Halleck 

Poff 

Barden 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Ray 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Hebert 

Reed 

Bates 

Henderson 

Robeson,  Va. 

Becker 

Herlong 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Belcher 

Hess 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bentley 

Hiestand 

Rutherford 

Berry 

Hill 

St.  George 

Betts 

Hillings 

Schenck 

Bolton 

Hoffman 

Scherer 

Bosch 

Hosmer 

Scrlvner 

Bow 

Jackson 

Siler 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jenkins 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Brownson 

Jensen 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Broyhill 

Johansen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Budge 

Jonas 

Smith,  Kans. 

Burleson 

Kean 

Smith,  Va. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kearney 

Smith,  Wis. 

Cannon 

Keeney 

Taber 

Cederberg 

Kilburn 

Taylor 

Chamberlain 

Kilgore 

Teague,  Calif. 

Chenoweth 

Krueger 

Thomas 

Chiperfield 

Laird 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Clevenger 

Landrum 

Tuck 

Cole 

Latham 

Utt 

Colmer 

Lipscomb 

Van  Pelt 

Cramer 

McCulloch 

Vorys 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McDonough 

Vursell 

Dague 

McGregor 

Walnwright 

Davis,  Ga. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Weaver 

Dawson,  Utah 

Mailliard 

Wharton 

Derounian 

Mason 

Willis 

Devereux 

Meader 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Dixon 

Michel 

Younger 

NAYS— 275 

Abernethy 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Adair 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Buckley 

Addonizio 

Blatnik 

Burdick 

Albert 

Blitch 

Bush 

Anfuso 

Boggs 

Byrd 

Ashley 

Boland 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Auchincloss 

Bolling 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Bailey 

Bonner 

Canfield 

Baldwin 

Boyle 

Carnahan 

Baring 

Bray 

Carrigg 

Barrett 

Breeding 

Celler 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Brooks,  La. 

Chelf 

Baqmhart 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Christopher 

Beamer 

Broomfield 

Chudoff 

Beckworth 

Brown,  Ga. 

Church 

Clark 

Hull 

Philbin 

Coad 

Hyde 

Pilcher 

Coffin 

Ikard 

Polk 

Collier 

Jarman 

Porter 

Cooley 

Jennings 

Powell 

Cooper  ’ 

Johnson 

Preston 

Corbett 

Jones,  Ala. 

Price 

Coudert 

Jones,  Mo. 

Prouty 

Cunningham, 

Judd 

Rabaut 

Iowa 

Karsten 

Radwan 

Cunningham, 

Kearns 

Rains 

Nebr. 

Keating 

Rees,  Kans. 

Curtin 

Kee 

Reuss 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Rhodes.  Pa. 

Delaney 

Keogh 

Riehlman 

Dellay 

Kilday 

Riley 

Dempsey 

King 

Rivers 

Dennison 

Kirwan 

Roberts 

Denton 

Kitchin 

Rodino 

Dingell 

Kluczynskl 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Dollinger 

Knox 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Donohue 

Knutson 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Dooley 

Lane 

Rooney 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Lanham 

Roosevelt 

Doyle 

Lankford 

Sadlak , 

Durham 

LeCompte 

Santangelo 

Dwyer 

Lennon 

Saund 

Eberharter 

Lesinski 

Saylor 

Edmondson 

Long 

Schwengel 

Elliott 

Loser 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Engle 

McCarthy 

Scott,  Pa. 

Evlns 

McConnell 

Scudder 

Fallon 

McCormack 

Seely-Brown 

Farbstein 

McFall 

Selden 

Fascell 

McGovern 

Sheehan 

Feighan 

Mclntlre 

Shelley 

Fenton 

McIntosh 

Sheppard 

Flno 

McMillan 

Shuford 

Flood 

McVey 

Sikes 

Fogarty 

Macdonald 

Sisk 

Forand 

Machrowicz 

Spence 

Fountain 

Mack,  m. 

Springer 

Frazier 

Madden 

Staggers 

Frellnghuysen 

Magnuson 

Stauffer 

Frledel 

Mahon 

Steed 

Fulton 

Marshall 

Sullivan 

Garmatz 

Martin 

Talle 

Gavin 

Matthews 

Teague,  Tex. 

George 

May 

Teller 

Gordon 

Merrow 

Tewes 

Granahan 

Metcalf 

Thompson,  La. 

Grant 

Miller,  Calif. 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Gray 

Mills 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Moore 

Thornberry 

Green,  Pa. 

Morano 

Tollefson 

Griffin 

Morgan 

Trimble 

Griffiths 

Morris 

Udall 

Gubser 

Morrison 

Ullman 

Hagen 

Moss 

Vanik 

Harden 

Moulder 

Van  Zandt 

Hardy 

Multer 

Vinson 

Harris 

Natcher 

Watts 

Harrison,  Va. 

Nimtz 

Westland 

Harvey  , 

Norrell 

Whltener 

Haskell 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Widnall 

Hays,  Ark. 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Wier 

Hays,  Ohio 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Wigglesworth 

Healey 

O’Konski 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Hemphill 

O’Neill 

Withrow 

Heselton 

Osmers 

Wolverton 

Hoeven 

Ostertag 

Wright 

Holifield 

Passman 

Yates 

Holland 

Patman 

Young 

Holmes 

Patterson 

Zablocki 

Holt 

Pelly 

Zelenko 

Horan 

Perkins 

Huddleston 

Pfost 

NOT  VOTING— 

-20 

Anderson, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Mont. 

Dies 

Walter 

Andresen, 

Diggs 

Whitten 

August  H. 

Gregory 

Williams,  Miss. 

Aspinall 

Holtzman 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Bowler 

James 

Winstead 

Boykin 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Cretella 

Siemlnski 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

pairs : 

On  this  vote : 


Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Holtzman  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  James. 
Mr.  Bowler  with  August  H.  Andresen. 

Mr.  Walter  with  Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


4617 


Mr.  HARVEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS  changed  his  vote 
from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  annoimced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  f olio ws : 

Page  5,  line  8,  strike  out  “$6,000,000”  and 
insert  “$5,558,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — ^yeas  214,  nays  205,  not  voting  13, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  41] 

YEAS— 214 


Abbitt 

Forrester 

Mills 

AVjernethy 

Fountain 

Mlnshall 

Adair 

Frazier 

Mumma 

Alexander 

Frellnghuysen 

Murray 

Alger 

Gary 

Neal 

Allen,  Calif. 

Gathlngs 

Nicholson* 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gross 

Norblad 

Andersen, 

Gwlnn 

Norrell 

H.  Carl 

Ha'e 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Andrews 

Haley 

Ostertag 

Ashmore 

Harden 

Pillion 

Auchincloss 

Hardy 

Foff 

Avery 

Harris 

Ray 

Ayres 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Reed 

Baker 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Barden 

Harvey 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Hebert 

Rlehlman 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Hemphill 

Rivers 

Bates 

Henderson 

Robeson,  Va. 

Baumhart 

Herlong 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Beamer 

Hess 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Becker 

Hiestand 

Rogers.  Tex. 

Belcher 

Hill 

Rutherford 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hillings 

Sadlak 

Bentley 

Hoeven 

St.  George 

Berry 

Hoffman  ’ 

Schenck 

Betts 

Holt 

Scherer 

Blitch 

Hyde 

Schwengel 

Bonner 

Ikard 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Bosch 

Jackson 

Scrlvner 

Bow 

James 

Scudder 

Brooks,  La. 

Jenkins 

Selden 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jensen 

Sheehan 

Brownson 

Johansen 

Shuford 

Broyhill 

Jonas 

Sikes 

Budge 

Jones,  Mo. 

Siler 

Burleson 

Kean 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Byrne,  HI. 

Kearney 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Keating 

Smith,  calif. 

Cannon 

Keeney 

Smith,  Kans. 

Cederberg 

Kilburn 

Smith,  Miss. 

Chamberlain 

Kilday 

Smith,  Va. 

Chelf 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Wis. 

Chcnoweth 

Kitchin 

Stauffer 

Chiperfleld 

Krueger 

Taber 

Church 

Laird 

Talle 

Clevenger 

Landrum 

Taylor 

Cole 

Latham 

Teague,  C^lif. 

Collier 

LeCompte 

Tewes 

Colmer 

Lennon 

Thomas 

Cooper 

Lipscomb 

Thompson,  La. 

Coudert 

Loser 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Cramer 

McConnell 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Cunningham, 

McCulloch 

Tuck 

Iowa 

McDonough 

Utt 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McGregor 

Van  Pelt 

Dague 

Mclntire 

Vursell 

Davis,  Ga. 

McIntosh 

Wainwright 

Dennison 

McMillan 

Weaver 

Derounian 

McVey 

Westland 

Devereux 

Mahon 

Wharton 

Dooley 

Mailliard 

Whltener 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Martin 

Whitten 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Mason 

Wigglesworth 

Dowdy 

Matthews 

Williams,  Miss. 

Evins 

May 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Fallon 

Meader 

Willis 

Fascell 

Merrow 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Fino 

Michel 

Winstead 

Fisher 

Miller,  Md. 

Wright 

Flynt 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Young 

Ford 

Miller,  N.  Y.  . 

Younger 

NAYS— 205 


Addonlzlo 

Garmatz 

Nimtz 

Albert 

Gavin 

O’Brien,  HI. 

Anfuso 

George 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Arends 

Gordon 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Ashley 

Granahan 

O’Konski 

Bailey 

Grant 

O’Neill 

Baldwin 

Gray 

Osmers 

Baring 

Green,  Oreg. 

Passman 

Barrett 

Green,  Pa. 

Patman 

Beckworth 

Griffin 

Patterson 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Griffiths 

Pelly 

Blatnik 

Gubser 

Perkins 

Boggs 

Hagen 

Pfost 

Boland 

Halleck 

Philbln 

Bolling 

Haskell 

Pilcher 

Bolton 

Hays,  Ark. 

Poage 

Boykin 

Hays,  Ohio 

Polk 

Boyle 

Healey 

Porter 

Bray 

Heselton 

Powell 

Breeding 

Hollfield 

Preston 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Holland 

Price 

Broomfield 

Holmes 

Prouty 

Brown,  Ga. 

Horan 

Rabaut 

Brown,  Mo. 

Hosmer 

Radwan 

Buckley 

Huddleston 

Rains 

Burdick 

Hull 

Reuss 

Bush 

Jarman 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Byrd 

Jennings 

Riley 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Johnson 

Roberts 

Canfield 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rodino 

Carnahan 

Judd 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Carrlgg 

Karsten 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Cellar 

Kearns 

Rooney 

Christopher 

Kee 

Roosevelt 

Chudoff 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Santangelo 

Clark 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Saund 

Coad 

Keogh 

Saylor 

Coffin 

King 

Scott,  Pa. 

Cooley 

Kirwan 

Seely-Brown 

Corbett 

KUfczynskl 

Shelley 

Cunningham, 

Knox 

Sheppard 

Nebr. 

Knutson 

Sisk 

Curtin 

Lane 

Spence 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Lanham 

Springer 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lankford 

Staggers 

Dawson,  Utah 

Leslnski 

Steed 

Delaney 

Long 

Sullivan 

Dellay 

McCarthy 

Teague,  Tex. 

Dempsey 

McCormack 

Teller 

Denton 

McFall 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Dlngell 

McGovern 

Thornberry 

Dixon 

Macdonald 

Tollefson 

Dollinger 

Machrowlcz 

Trimble 

Donohue 

Mack,  Ill. 

Udall 

Doyle 

Mack,  Wash. 

Ullman 

Durham 

Madden 

Vanik 

Dwyer 

Magnuson 

Van  Zandt 

Eberharter  , 

Marshall 

Vinson 

Edmondson 

Metcalf 

Vorys 

Elliott 

Miller,  Calif. 

Watts 

Engle 

Moore 

Widnall 

Farbsteln 

Morano 

Wler 

Felghan 

Morgan 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Fenton 

Morris 

Withrow 

Flood 

Morrison 

Wolverton 

Fogarty 

Mo.ss 

Yates 

Forand 

Moulder 

Zablocki 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Multer 

Natcher 

Zelenko 

NOT  VOTING— 

-13 

Ahderson, 

Bowler 

Gregory 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Holtzman 

Andresen, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Reece,  Tenn. 

August  H. 

'  Dies 

Sleminskl 

Aspinall 

Diggs 

Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Aspl- 
nall  against.,/ 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  of  Minnesota  for, 
with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Bowler  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Holtzman  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  BUSH  changed  his  vote  from  “yea” 
to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  has  been  demanded. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  6,  line  5,  strike  out  "$262,000,000”  and 
insert  “$249,814,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  220,  nays  200,  not  voting  12, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  42] 

YEAS — 220 


Abbitt 

Flynt 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Ahernethy 

Ford 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Adair 

Forrester 

Mills 

Alger 

Fountain 

Mlnshall 

Allen,  Calif. 

Gary 

Mumma 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gathings 

Murray 

Andersen, 

George 

Neal 

H.  Carl 

Gross 

Nicholson 

Andrews 

Gubser 

Nimtz 

Arends 

Gwinn 

Norblad 

Ashmore 

Ha'e 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Auchincloss 

Haley 

Osmers 

Ayres 

Halleck 

Ostertag 

Baker 

Harden 

Pelly 

Barden 

Hardy 

Pillion 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Harris 

Poage 

Bates 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Poff 

Baumhart 

Harrison,  Va. 

Prouty 

Beamer 

Harvey 

Ray 

Becker 

Hebert 

Reed 

Belcher 

Hemphill 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Henderson 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Bentley 

Herlong 

Rlehlman 

Berry 

Heselton 

Robeson,  Va. 

Betts 

Hess 

Robsion.  Ky. 

Blitch 

Hiestand 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Boggs 

Hill 

Rutherford 

Bolton 

Hoeven 

St.  George 

Bonner 

Hoffman 

Schenck 

Bosch 

Holt 

Scherer 

Bow 

Horan 

Schwengel 

Boyle 

Hosmer 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Bray 

Hyde 

Scrivner 

Brooks,  La. 

Ikard 

Scudder 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jackson 

Sheehan 

Brownson 

James 

Shuford 

Broyhill 

Jenkins 

Siler 

Budge 

Jennings 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Burleson 

Jensen 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Bush 

Johansen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Jonas 

Smith,  Kans. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Smith,  Va. 

Cannon 

Kean 

Smith,  Wis. 

Cederberg 

Kearney 

Springer 

Chamberlain 

Keating 

Stauffer 

C’henoweth 

Keeney 

Taber 

Chiperfield 

Kllbfirn 

Talle 

Church 

Kilday 

Teague.  Calif. 

Clevenger 

Kilgore 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cole 

Kitchin 

Tewes 

Collier 

Knox 

Thomas 

Colmer 

Krueger 

Thompson,  La. 

Cooley 

Laird 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Corbett 

Lankford 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Coudert 

Latham 

Thornberry 

Cramer 

LeCompte 

Tuck 

Cunningham, 

Lennon 

Utt 

Iowa 

Lipscomb 

Van  Pelt 

Curtin 

McConnell 

Vursell 

Curtis,  Mass. 

McCulloch 

Wainwright 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McDonough 

Weaver 

Dague 

McGregor 

Westland 

Davis,  Ga. 

Mclntire 

Wharton 

Derounian 

McMillan 

Whltener 

Devereux 

McVey 

Widnall 

Dixon 

Mack,  III. 

Wigglesworth 

Dooley 

Mack,  Wash. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Mahon 

Wll'iams,  N.  Y. 

Dorn.  S.  C. 

Mailliard 

Willis 

Dowdy 

Martin 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Durham 

Mason 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Fallon 

Meader 

Winstead 

Fino 

Michel 

Wright 

Fisher 

Miller,  Md. 

NAYS— 200 

Younger 

Addonlzlo 

Barrett 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Albert 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Broomfield 

Alexander 

Beckworth 

Brown,  Ga. 

Anfuso 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Ashley 

Blatnik 

Buckley 

Avery 

Boland 

Burdick 

Bailey 

Bolling 

Byrd 

Baldwin 

Boykin 

Byrne.  Pa. 

Baring 

Breeding 

Canfield 
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Carnahan 

Holland 

Pfost 

Carrlgg 

Holmes 

Phllbln 

Celler 

Huddleston 

Pilcher 

Chelf 

Hull 

Polk 

Abbltt 

Christopher 

Jarman 

Porter 

Abernethy 

Chudofi 

Johnson 

Powell 

Adair 

Clark 

Jones,  Ala. 

Preston 

Alexander 

Coad 

Judd 

Price 

Alger 

CofiBn 

Karsten 

Rabaut 

Allen,  Calif. 

Cooper 

Kearns 

Radwan 

Allen,  Ill. 

Cunningham, 

Kee 

Rains 

Andersen, 

Nebr. 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Reuss 

H.  Carl 

Dawson,  III. 

Kelly.  N.  Y. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Andrews 

Dawson,  Utah 

Keogh 

Riley 

Arends 

Delaney 

King 

Rivers 

Ashley 

Dellay 

Kirwan 

Roberts 

Ashmore 

Dempsey 

Kluczynskl 

Rodino 

Avery 

Dennison 

Knutson 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Ayres 

Denton 

Landrum 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Baker 

Diggs 

Lane 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Barden 

Dingell 

Lanham 

Rooney 

Bass.  N.  H. 

Dellinger 

Lesinski 

Roosevelt 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Donohue 

Long 

Sadlak 

Bates 

Doyle 

Loser 

Santangelo 

Baumhart 

Dwyer 

McCarthy 

Saund 

Beamer 

Eberharter 

McCormack 

Saylor 

Becker 

Edmondson 

McFall 

Scott,  Pa. 

Belcher 

Elliott 

McGovern 

Seely-Brown 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Engle 

McIntosh 

Selden 

Bentley 

Evlns 

Macdonald 

Shelley 

Berry 

Farbstein 

Machrowicz 

Sheppard 

Betts 

Fascell 

Madden 

Sikes 

Blltch 

Felghan 

Magnuson 

Sisk 

Boggs 

Fenton 

Marshall 

Smith,  Miss. 

Bo.sch 

Flood 

Matthews 

Spence 

Bow 

Fogarty 

May 

Staggers 

Boykin 

Forand 

Merrow 

Steed 

Boyle 

Frazier 

Metcalf 

Sullivan 

Bray 

Frelinghuysen 

Miller,  Calif. 

Taylor 

Brooks,  La. 

Frledel 

Moore 

Teller 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Fulton 

Morano 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Garmatz 

Morgan 

Tollefson 

Brown,  Ohio 

Gavin 

Morris 

Trimble 

Brownson 

Gordon 

Morrison 

Udall 

Broyhill 

Granahan 

Moss 

Ullman 

Budge 

Grant 

Moulder 

Vanik 

Burleson 

Gray 

Multer 

Van  Zandt 

Bush 

Green,  Oreg. 

Natcher 

Vinson 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Green,  Pa. 

Norrell 

Vorys 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Griflin 

O’Brien,  HI. 

Watts 

Cannon 

Griffiths 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Whitten 

Carrlgg 

Hagen 

O’Hara.  Ill. 

Wier 

Cederberg 

Haskell 

O’Konski 

Withrow 

Chamberlain 

Hays,  Ark. 

O’Neill 

Wolverton 

Chelf 

Hays,  Ohio 

Passman 

Yates 

Chenoweth 

Healey 

Patman 

Young 

Chiperfleld 

Hillings 

Patterson 

Zablocki 

Church 

Holifield 

Perkins 

Zelenko 

Clevenger 

NOT  VOTING— 

•12 

Cole 

Collier 

Anderson, 

Bowler 

Holtzman 

Colmer 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Cooper 

Andresen. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Siemlnski 

Corbett 

August  H. 

Dies 

Walter 

Coudert 

Asplnall 

Gregory 

Cramer 

So  the  amendment  was 

agreed  to. 

Cunningham, 

Nebr. 

April  U 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr. 
Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  As- 
pinall  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Walter  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Cre- 
tella. 

Mr.  Bowler  with  Mr.  Dawson  of  Utah. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  8,  line  24,  strike  out  “$26,500,000” 
and  insert  “$25,000,000.” 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  253,  nays  167,  not  voting  12, 
as  follows: 


Curtin 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Dague 

Davis,  Ga. 

Dawson,  Utah 

Dennison 

Derounian 

Devereux 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Dorn.  S.  C. 

Dowdy 

Durham 

Evlns 

Fallon 

Fenton 

Fino 

Fisher 

Flynt 


Addonizlo 

Albert 

Anfuso 

Auchincloss 

Bailey 

Baldwin 

Baring 

Barrett 

Beckworth 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Blatnlk 

Boland 

Bolling 


[Roll  No.  43] 
YEAS— 253 

Ford 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Gary 

Gathlngs 

Gavin 

George 

Grant 

Gray 

GrlfiBn 

Gross 

Gubser 

Gwinn 

Hale 

Haley 

Halleck 

Harden 

Harris 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Harrison,  Va. 

Harvey 

Hays,  Ark. 

Hays,  Ohio 

Hebert 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Heselton 

Hess 

Hiestand 

Hill 

Hillings 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

Holt 

Horan 

Hosmer 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Hyde 

Ikard 

Jackson 

James 

Jarman 

Jenkins 

Jennings 

Jensen 

Johansen 

Jonas 

Kearney 

Kearns 

Keating 

Keeney 

Kilburn 

Kllday 

Kilgore 

Kltchin 

Krueger 

Laird 

Landrum 

Latham 

LeCompte 

Lennon 

Lipscomb 

Loser 

McConnell 

McCulloch 

McDonough 

McGregor 

Mclntire 

McMillan 

McVey 

Macdonald 

Mack,  Ill. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Martin 

Mason 

Matthews 

Meader 

Merrow 

Michel 

Miller,  Md. 

NAYS— 167 

Bolton 
Bonner 
Breeding 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Mo. 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Pa. 
Canfield 
Carnahan 
Celler 

Christopher 


Miller,  Nebr. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Mills 

Mlnshall 

Mumma 

Murray 

Neal 

Nicholson 

Nlmtz 

Norblad 

Norrell 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

O’Hara.  Minn. 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Pillion 

Poage 

Poff 

Prouty 

Ray 

Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Rlehlman 

Riley 

Roberts 

Robeson,  Va. 

Robslon,  Ky. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Rutherford 

St.  George 

Saylor 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Scott,  Pa. 

Scrivner 

Scudder 

Selden 

Sheehan 

Shuford 

Siler 

Simpson,  Ill. 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Miss. 
Smith,  Va. 
Smith,  Wis. 
Springer 
Steed 
Taber 
Talle 
Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Tewes 

Thomas 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Thornberry 

Tuck 

Utt 

Vanik 

Van  Pelt 

Van  Zandt 

Vorys 

Vursell 

Wainwright 

Watts 

Weaver 

Westland 

Wharton 

Whitener 

Whitten 

Wldnall 

Wlgglesworth 

Williams,  Miss. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Willis 

Wilson,  Ind. 
Winstead 
Wright 
Younger 


Chudoff 

Clark 

Coad 

Cofiin 

Cooley 

Cunningham, 

Iowa 

Dawson.  HI. 

Delaney 

Dellay 

Dempsey 

Denton 

Diggs 


Dingell 

Kluczynskl 

Preston 

Dollinger 

Ktiox 

Price 

Donohue  ■ 

Knutson 

Rabaut 

Doyle 

Lane 

Radwan 

Dwyer 

Lanham 

Bains 

Eberharter 

Lankford 

Reuss 

Edmondson 

Lesinski 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Elliott 

Long 

Rivers 

Engle 

McCarthy 

Rodino 

Farbstein 

McCormack 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Fascell 

McFall 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Feighan 

McGovern 

Rooney 

Flood 

McIntosh 

Roosevelt 

Fogarty 

Machrowicz 

Sadlak 

Forand 

Madden 

Santangelo 

Frelinghuysen 

Magnuson 

Saund 

Friedel 

Marshall 

Schwengel 

Fulton 

May 

Seely-Brown 

Garmatz 

Metcalf 

Shelley 

Gordon 

Miller,  Calif. 

Sheppard 

Granahan 

Moore 

Sikes 

Green,  Oreg. 

Morano 

Sisk 

Green,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Spence 

Griffiths 

Morris 

Staggers 

Hagen 

Morrison 

Stauffer 

Hardy 

Moss 

Sullivan 

Haskell 

Moulder 

Teller 

Healey 

Multer 

Thompson,  La. 

Holifield 

Natcher 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Holland 

O'Brien,  HI. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Ho’mes 

O’Konski 

Tollefson 

Johnson 

O’Neill 

Trimble 

Jones,  Ala. 

Passman 

Udall 

Jones,  Mo. 

Patman 

Ullman 

Judd 

Patterson 

Vinson 

Karsten 

Pelly 

Wier 

Kean 

Perkins 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Kee 

Pfost 

Withrow 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Phil  bin 

Wolverton 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Pilcher 

Yates 

Keogh 

Polk 

Young 

King 

Porter 

Zablocki 

Kirwan 

Powell 

NOT  VOTING— 

Zelenko 

-12 

Anderson, 

Bowler 

Holtzman 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Andresen, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Siemlnski 

August  H. 
Aspinall 

Dies 

Gregory 

Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Holtz- 
man  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  As- 
plnall  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Siemlnski  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Messrs.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin, 
REUSS,  and  O’BRIEN  of  Illinois 
changed  their  votes  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  was  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  9,  line  15,  strike  out  “$2,500,000” 
and  insert  “$2,236,200.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  342,  nays  77,  not  voting  13, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  44 j 
YEAS— 342 


Abbltt 

Abernethy 

Adair 

Addonizlo 

Alexander 

Alger 

Allen,  Calif. 


Allen.  Ill. 
Andersen, 
H.  Carl 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley 


Ashmore 

Auchincloss 

Avery 

Ayres 

Baker 

Baldwin 

Barden 
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Baring 

George 

Moulder 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Grant 

Mumma 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Gray 

Murray 

Bates 

Green,  Greg. 

Neal 

Baumhart 

Griffiths 

Nicholson 

Beamer 

Gross 

Nlmtz 

Becker 

Gubser 

Norblad 

Beckworth 

Hale 

Norrell 

Belcher 

Haley 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Halleck 

O’Brien.  N.  Y. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Harden 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Bentley 

Hardy 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Berry 

Harris 

O’Konski 

Betts 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

O’Neill 

Blltch 

Harrison,  Va. 

Osmers 

Boggs 

Harvey 

Ostertag 

Boland 

Haskell 

Patman 

Bolling 

Hays,  Ark. 

Pillion 

Bolton 

Hays,  Ohio 

Poage 

Bonner 

Healey 

Poll 

Bosch 

Hubert 

Polk 

Bow 

Hemphill 

Prouty 

Boykin 

Henderson 

Rains 

Boyle 

Herlong 

Ray 

Bray 

Heselton 

Reed 

Brooks,  La. 

Hess 

Rees,  Kans. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Hiestand 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Broomfield 

Hill 

Rlehlman 

Brown,  Ga. 

Hillings 

Riley 

Brown,  Mo. 

Hoeven 

Rivers 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hoffman 

Roberts 

Brownson 

Holmes 

Robeson.  Va. 

Broyhlll 

Holt 

Robslon,  Ky. 

Buckley 

Hosmer 

Rodino 

Budge 

Huddleston 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Burleson  .. 

Hull 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bush 

Hyde 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Byrd 

Ikard 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Jackson 

Roosevelt 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

James 

Rutherford 

Canfield 

Jarman 

Sadlak 

Can'non 

Jenkins 

St.  George 

Carnahan 

Jennings 

Saund 

Carrlgg 

Jensen 

Saylor 

Cederberg 

Johansen 

Schenck 

Chamberlain 

Jonas 

Scherer 

Chelf 

Jones,  Mo. 

Schwengel 

Chenoweth 

Judd 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Chiperfleld 

Kean 

Scott,  Pa. 

Christopher 

Kearney 

Scrivner 

Church 

Kearns 

Scudder 

Clark 

Keating 

Seely-Brown 

Clevenger 

Keeney 

Selden 

Coad 

Kelly.  N.  T. 

Sheehan 

Coffin 

Kilburn 

Sheppard 

Cole 

Kllday 

Shuford 

Collier 

Kilgore 

Sikes 

Colmer 

Kirwan  . 

Si^er 

Cooper 

Kitchln  ' 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Corbett 

Kluczynski 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Coudert 

Knox 

Sisk 

Cramer 

Krueger 

Smith,  Calif. 

Cunningham, 

Laird 

Smith,  Kans. 

Iowa 

Landrum 

Smith,  Miss. 

Cunningham, 

Lane 

Smith,  Va. 

Nebr. 

Lankford 

Smith,  Wis. 

Curtin 

Latham 

Spence 

CUrtis,  Mass. 

LeCompte 

Springer 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lennon 

Staggers 

Dague 

Lipscomb 

Stauffer 

Davis,  Ga. 

Long 

Steed 

Dawson,  Utah 

Loser 

Taber 

Dellay 

McCarthy 

Talle 

Dempsey 

McConnell 

Taylor 

Dennison 

McCulloch 

Teague,  Calif. 

Denton 

McDonough 

Teague,  Tex. 

Derounian 

McGregor 

Tewes 

Devereux 

McIntyre 

Thomas 

Dixon 

McIntosh 

Thompson,  La. 

Dooley 

McMillan 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

McVey 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dowdy 

Macdonald 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Doyle 

Mack,  Ill. 

Thornberry 

Durham 

Mack,  Wash. 

Tollefson 

Dwyer 

Magnuson 

Trimble 

Edmondson 

Mahon 

Tuck 

Elliott 

Mailliard 

Udall 

Engle 

Marshall 

Ullman 

Evlns 

Martin 

Utt 

Fallon 

Mason 

Vanik 

Fascell 

Matthews 

Van  Pelt 

Fenton 

May 

Van  Zandt 

Fisher 

Meader  • 

Vorys 

Flynt 

Merrow 

Vursell 

Forand 

Metcalf 

Walnwright 

Ford 

Michel 

Watts 

Forrester 

Miller,  Md. 

Weaver 

Fountain 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Wharton 

Frazier 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Whltener 

Frelinghuysen 

Mills 

Whitten 

Friedel 

Mlnshall 

Wldnall 

Fulton 

Moore 

Wlgglesworth 

Gary 

Morgan 

Williams.  Miss. 

Gathings 

Morrison 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Gavin 

Moss 

Willis 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Withrow 

Yates 

Wilson.  Ind. 

Wolverton 

Young 

Winstead 

Wright 

NAYS — 77 

Younger 

Albert 

Green,  Pa. 

Passman 

Bailey 

Griffin 

Patterson 

Barrett 

Hagen 

Pelly 

Blatnlk 

Holifield 

Perkins 

Breeding 

Holland 

Pfost 

Burdick 

Horan 

Phllbin 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Johnson 

Pilcher 

C’eller 

Jones,  Ala. 

Porter 

Chudoff 

Karsten 

Powell 

Cooley 

Kee 

Preston 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Price 

Delaney  . 

Keogh 

Rabaut 

Diggs 

King 

Radwan 

Dlngell 

Knutson 

Reuss 

Dollinger 

Lanham 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Donohue 

Lesinski 

Rooney 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

McCormack 

Santangelo 

Eberharter 

McFall 

Shelley 

Farbsteiii  , 

McGovern 

Sullivan 

Feighan 

Machrowlcz 

Teller 

Fino 

Madden 

Vinson 

Flood 

Miller,  Calif. 

Westland 

Fogarty 

Morano 

Wier 

Garmatz 

Morris 

Zablocki 

Gordon 

Multer 

Zelenko 

Granahan 

Natcher 

NOT  VOTING— 

•13 

Anderson, 

Bowler 

Gwinn 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Holtzman 

Andresen. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Reece,  Tenn. 

August  H. 

Dies 

Siemlnski 

Asplnall 

Gregory 

Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr. 
Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  As- 
pinall  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Bowler  against. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  for,  with  Mr. 
Walter  against. 

Mr.  Gwinn  for,  with  Mr.  Siemlnski  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT  and  Mr.  GRANT 
changed  their  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  GARMATZ  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.”  — . 

The  result  of  the  vote  wasi  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  anfendment  on  which  a  separate 
vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  11,  line  7,  strike  out  “$7,470,000”  and 
insert  “$7,124,000.” 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll  and  there 
were — yeas  217,  nays  201,  not  voting  14, 
as  follows : 

(Roll  No.  45] 

YEAS— 217 


Abbitt  , 

Belcher 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Abernethy 

Adair 

Bennett,  Fla. 
Bentley 

Byrnes,  Wis. 
Cannon 

Alexander 

Berry 

Cederberg 

Alger 

Betts 

Chamberlain 

Allen,  Calif. 

Bolton 

Chelf 

Allen,  Ill. 

Bonner 

Chenoweth 

Andersen, 

Bosch 

Chiperfleld 

H.  Carl 

Bow 

Church 

Andrews 

Boykin 

Clevenger 

Ashmore 

Boyle 

Cole 

Avery 

Brooks,  La. 

Collier 

Ayres 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Colmer 

Baker 

Brown,  Ga. 

Cooper 

Barden 

Brown,  Ohio 

Cramer 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Brownson 

Curtis.  Mo, 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Broyhlll 

Dague 

Bates 

Budge 

Davis.  Ga. 

Beamer 

Burleson 

Dawson,  Utah 

Becker 

Bush 

Derounian 

Devereux 

Keating 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Dixon 

Keeney 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Dooley 

Kilburn 

Rutherford 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Kilday 

Sadlak 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Kilgore 

St.  George 

Dowdy 

Kitchln 

Schenck 

Evins 

Krueger 

Scherer 

Fallon 

Laird 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Fascell 

Landrum 

Scrivner 

Fino 

Latham 

Scudder 

Fisher 

LeCompte 

Selden 

Flynt 

Lennon 

Sheehan 

Ford 

Lipscomb 

Shuford 

Forrester 

Loser 

Sikes 

Frazier 

McCulloch 

Siler 

Frelinghuysen 

McDonough 

Simpson,  Ill, 

Gary 

McGregor 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Gathings 

Mclntire 

Smith,  Calif. 

Grant 

McMillan 

Smith,  Kans. 

Gray 

McVey 

Smith,  Miss. 

Gross 

Macdonald 

Smith,  Va. 

Gubser 

Mack,  Wash. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Gwinn 

Mahon 

Springer 

Hale 

Mailliard 

Stauffer 

Haley 

Mason 

Taber 

Harden 

Meader 

Teague,  Calif. 

Hardy 

Merrow 

Teague,  Tex. 

Harris 

Michel 

Tewes 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Miller,  Md. 

Thomas 

Harrison,  Va. 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Thompson,  La. 

Harvey 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Thompson,  Tex, 

Haskell 

MlUs 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Hebert 

Mlnshall 

Thornberry 

Hemphill 

Mumma 

Tuck 

Henderson 

Murray 

Utt 

Herlong 

Neal 

Van  Pelt 

Hess 

Nicholson 

Vorys 

Hiestand 

Norblad 

Vursell 

Hill 

Norrell 

Walnwright 

Hillings 

O’Hara.  Minn. 

Weaver 

Hoeven 

Ostertag 

Westland 

Hoffman 

Pillion 

Wharton 

Huddleston 

Poage 

Whitener 

Ikard 

Poff 

Whitten 

Jackson 

Polk 

Williams,  Miss. 

James 

Ray 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Jarman 

Reed 

Willis 

Jenkins  ■ 

Rees,  Kans. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Jensen 

Rlehlman 

Winstead 

Johansen 

Rivers 

Wright 

Jonas 

Robeson,  Va. 

Young 

Jones,  Mo. 
Kearney 

Robsion,  Ky. 
Rogers,  Colo. 

NAYS— 201 

Younger 

Addonizio 

Diggs 

Kee 

Albert 

Dlngell 

Kelley.  Pa. 

Anfuso 

Dollinger 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Arends 

Donohue 

Keogh  - 

Ashley 

Doyle 

King 

Auchlncloss 

Durham 

Kirwan 

Bailey 

Dwyer 

Kluczynski 

Baldwin 

Eberharter 

Knox 

Baring 

Edmondson 

Knutson 

Barrett 

Elliott 

Lane 

Baumhart 

Engle 

Lanham 

Beckworth 

Farbstein 

Lankford 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Feighan 

Lesinski 

Blatnlk 

Fenton 

Long 

Blltch 

Flood 

McCarthy 

Boggs 

Fogarty 

McConnell 

Boland 

Forand 

McCormack 

Bolling 

Fountain 

McFall 

Bray 

Friedel 

McGovern 

Breeding 

Fulton 

McIntosh 

Broomfield 

Garmatz 

Machrowlcz 

Brown,  Mo. 

Gavin 

Mack,  m. 

Buckley 

George 

Madden 

Burdick 

Gordon 

Magnuson 

Byrd 

Granahan 

Marshall 

Byrne,  Pa'. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Martin 

Canfield 

Green,  Pa. 

Matthews 

Carnahan 

Griffin 

May 

Carrlgg 

Griffiths 

Metcalf 

Celler 

Hagen 

Miller,  Calif. 

Christopher 

Halleck 

Moore 

Chudoff 

Hays,  Ark. 

Morano 

Clark 

Hays,  Ohio  , 

Morgan 

Coad 

Healey 

Morris 

Coffin 

Heselton 

Morrison 

Cooley 

Holifield 

Moss 

Corbett 

Holland 

Moulder 

Coudert 

Holmes 

Multer 

Cunningham, 

Holt 

Natcher 

Iowa 

Horan 

Nlmtz 

Cunningham, 

Hosmer 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Nebr. 

Hull 

O’Brien.  N.  Y. 

Curtin 

Hyde 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Jennings 

O’Konski 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Johnson 

O’Neill 

Delaney 

Jones,  Ala. 

Osmers 

Dellay 

Judd 

Passman 

Dempsey 

Karsten 

Patman 

Dennison 

Kean 

Patterson 

Denton 

Kearns 

Pelly 
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Perkins 

Rooney 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Pfost 

Roosevelt 

Tollefson 

Pilcher 

Santangelo 

Trimble 

Porter 

Saund 

Udall 

Powell 

Saylor 

Ullman 

Preston 

Schwengel 

Vanik 

Price 

Scott,  Pa. 

VaA  Zandt 

Prouty 

Seely-Brown 

Vinson 

Rabaut 

Shelley 

Watts 

Radwan 

Sheppard 

Wldnall 

Rains 

Sisk 

Wier 

Reuss 

Spence 

Wigglesworth 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Staggers 

Withrow 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Steed 

Wolverton 

Riley 

Sullivan 

Yates 

Roberts 

Talle 

Zablockl 

Rodino 

Taylor 

Zelenko 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Teller 

NOT  VOTING- 

-14 

Anderson, 

Cretella 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Mont. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Sleminski 

Andresen, 

Dies 

Walter 

August  H. 

Gregory 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Aspinall 

Holtzman 

Bowler 

Philbln 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Holtz- 
man  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  As- 
pinall  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Mon¬ 
tana  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Walter  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  Bowler  with  Mr.  Wilson  of  California. 

Mr.  RIVERS  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  11,  line  12,  strike  out  ‘‘$462,000” 
and  insert  “$431,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  206,  nays  210,  not  voting  16, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  46] 


Abbltt 

YEAS— 206 

Brooks,  La. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Abernethy 

Broomfield 

Dowdy 

Adair 

Brown,  Ohio 

Fallon 

Alexander 

Broyhill 

Fascell 

Alger 

Budge 

Fino 

Allen,  Calif. 

Burleson 

Fisher 

Allen,  Ill. 

Bush 

Flynt 

Andersen, 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Ford 

H.  Carl 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Forrester 

Andrews 

Cannon 

Frazier 

Arends 

Cederberg 

Gary 

Ashmore 

Chamberlain 

Gathings 

Auchincloss 

Chenoweth 

Grant 

Avery 

Chlperfield 

Griffin 

Ayres 

Church 

Gross 

Baker 

Clevenger 

Gubser 

Barden 

Cole 

Gwlnn 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Collier 

Hale 

Bates 

Colmer 

Haley 

Baumhart 

Cooper 

Halleck 

Beamer 

Cramer 

Harden 

Becker 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Hardy 

Belcher 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Dague 

Harrison,  Va. 

Bentley 

Davis,  Ga. 

Harvey 

Berry 

Dawson,  Utah 

Hebert 

Betts 

Dennison 

Hemphill 

Blitch 

Derounian 

Henderson 

Bolton 

Devereux 

Herlong 

Bosch 

Dixon 

Hess 

Bow 

Dooley 

Hlestand 

Boykin 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Hill 

Hoffman 

Mack,  Wash. 

Selden 

Holt 

Mahon 

Sheehan 

Horan 

Mallliard 

Shuford 

Hosmer 

Martin 

Sikes 

Huddleston 

Mason 

Siler 

Hyde 

Meader 

Simjjson,  Ill. 

Jackson 

Michel 

Simpson,  Pa. 

James 

Miller,  Md. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Jenkins 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Jennings 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Jensen 

Minshali 

Smith,  Va. 

Johansen 

Mumma 

Smith,  Wis. 

Jonas 

Murray 

Stauffer 

Jones,  Mo. 

Neal 

Taber 

Kean 

Nicholson 

Taylor 

Kearney 

Norblad 

Teague,  Calif. 

Keating 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Tewes 

Keeney 

Ostertag 

Thomas 

Kllburn 

Pillion 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Kilgore 

Poage 

Tuck 

Kltchin 

Poff 

Van  Pelt 

Knox 

Prouty 

Vorys 

Krueger 

Ray 

Vursell 

Laird 

Reed 

Wainwright 

Landrum 

Rees,  Kans. 

Weaver 

Latham 

Riehlman 

Westland 

LeCompte 

Rivers 

Wharton 

Lennon 

Robeson,  Va. 

Whitener 

Lipscomb 

Robsion,  Ky. 

W'hitten 

Loser 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Wigglesworth 

McCulloch 

Rutherford 

Williams,  Miss. 

McDonough 

St.  George 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

McGregor 

Schenck 

Willis 

Mclntlre 

Scherer 

Wilson,  Calif. 

McIntosh 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

McMillan 

Scrivner 

Winstead 

McVey 

Scudder 

NAYS— 210 

Younger 

Addonizio 

Fogarty 

Moore 

Albert 

Forand 

Morano 

Anfuso 

Fountain 

Morgan 

Ashley 

Frelinghuysen 

Morris 

Bailey 

Friedel 

Morrison 

Baldwin 

Fulton 

Moss 

Baring 

GarmatZ 

Moulder 

Barrett 

Gavin 

Natcher 

Bass,  Tenn. 

George 

Nimtz 

Beckworth 

Gordon 

Norrell 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Granahan 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Blatnlk 

Gray 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Boggs 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Hara.  Ill. 

Boland 

Green,  Pa. 

O’Konski 

Bolling 

Griffiths 

O’Neill 

Bonner 

Hagen 

Osmers 

Boyle 

Harris 

Passman 

Bray 

Haskell 

Patman 

Breeding 

Hays,  Ark. 

Patterson 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Hays,  Ohio 

Felly 

Brown,  Ga. 

Healey 

Perkins 

Brown,  Mo. 

Heselton 

pfost 

Buckley 

Hoeven 

Philbln 

Burdick 

Holifield 

Pilcher 

Byrd 

Holland 

Polk 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Holmes 

Porter 

Canfield 

Hull 

Powell 

Carnahan 

Ikard 

Preston 

Carrlgg 

Jarman 

Price 

Celler 

Johnson 

Rabaut 

Chelf 

Jones,  Ala. 

Radwan 

Christopher 

Judd 

Rains 

Chudoff 

Karsten 

Reuss 

Clark 

Kearns 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Coad 

Kee 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Coffin 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Riley 

Cooley 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Roberts 

Corbett 

Keogh 

Rodino 

Coudert 

Kllday 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Cunningham, 

King 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Iowa 

Kirwan 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Cunningham, 

Kluczynski 

Rooney 

Nebr. 

Knutson 

Roosevelt 

Curtin 

Lane 

Sadlak 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lanham 

Santangelo 

Delaney 

Lankford 

Saund 

Dellay 

Leslnskl 

Saylor 

Dempsey 

Long 

Schwengel 

Denton 

McCarthy 

Scott,  Pa. 

Diggs 

McConnell 

Seely-Brown 

Dingell 

McCormack 

Shelley 

Dolllnger 

McFall 

Sheppard 

Donohue 

McGovern 

Sisk 

Doyle 

Macdonald 

Spence 

Durham 

Machrowlcz 

Springer 

Dwyer 

Mack,  Ill. 

Staggers 

Eberharter 

Madden 

Steed 

Edmondson 

Magnuson 

Sullivan 

Elliott 

Marshall 

TaUe 

Engle 

Matthews 

Teague.  Tex. 

Evlns 

May 

Teller 

Farbstein 

Merrow 

Thompson,  La. 

Felghan 

Metcalf 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Fenton 

Miller.  Calif. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Flood 

Mills 

Thornberry 

Tollefson  Vinson  Wright 

Trimble  Watts  Yates 

UdaU  WidnaU  Young 

Ullman  Wier  Zablockl 

Vanik  Withrow  Zelenko 

Van  Zandt  Wolverton 

NOT  VOTING— 16 

Anderson,  Brownson  Holt2anan 

Mont.  Cretella  Multer 

Andresen,  Davis,  Tenn.  Reece,  Tenn. 

August  H.  Dies  Sleminski 

Aspinall  Gregory  Utt 

Bowler  Hillings  Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Holtz- 
man  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  As¬ 
pinall  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Walter  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Cre¬ 
tella. 

Mr.  Bowler  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Multer  with  Mr.  Hillings. 

Mr.  Sieminski  with  Mr.  Brownson. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  11,  line  23,  strike  out  “$10,888,000” 
and  insert  “$10,600,000.” 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  with  reluctance  that  I  feel 
compelled  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  214,  nays  205,  not  voting  13, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  47] 


YBAS— 214 


Abbitt 

Church 

Hillings 

Abernethy 

Clevenger 

Hoeven 

Adair 

Cole 

Hoffman 

Alexander 

Collier 

Holt 

Alger 

Colmer 

Horan 

Allen,  Calif. 

Cooper 

Ikard 

Allen,  Ill. 

Coudert 

Jackson 

Andersen, 

Cramer 

James 

H.  Carl 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Jenkins 

Andrews 

Dague 

Jennings 

Arends 

Davis,  Ga. 

Jensen 

Ashmore 

Dennison 

Johansen 

Auchincloss 

Derounian 

Jonas 

Avery 

Devereux 

Jones,  Mo. 

Ayres 

Dooley 

Kearney 

Baker 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Kearns 

Barden 

Dowdy 

Keating 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Durham 

Keeney 

Bates 

Evins 

Kilburn 

Beamer 

Fallon 

Kilday 

Becker 

Fisher 

Kilgore 

Beckworth 

Flynt 

Kltchin 

Belcher 

Ford 

Knox 

Bentley 

Forrester 

Krueger 

Berry 

Frelinghuysen 

Laird 

Betts 

Gary 

Latham 

Bonner 

Gathings 

LeCompte 

Bosch 

Grant 

Lennon 

Bow 

Gross 

Lipscomb 

Boykin 

Gubser 

Loser 

Brooks,  La. 

Gwinn 

McConnell 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Haley 

McCulloch 

Brown,  Ohio 

Halleck 

McDonough 

Brownson 

Harden 

McGregor 

Broyhill 

Hardy 

Mclntlre 

Budge 

Harris 

McMillan 

Burleson 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

McVey 

Bush 

Harrison,  Va. 

Macdonald 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Harvey 

Mack,  Wash. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hebert 

Mahon 

Cannon 

Hemphill 

Mailliard 

Cederberg 

Henderson 

Martin 

Chamberlain 

Herlong 

Mason 

Chelf 

Hess 

Meader 

Chenoweth 

Hlestand 

Merrow 

Chlperfield 

Hill 

Michel 
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Miller,  Md. 

Rutherford 

Thomas 

Miller,  Nebr. 

St.  George 

Thompson,  La, 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Schenck 

Thompson,  Tex 

MiUs 

Scherer 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Minshall 

Schwengel 

Thornberry 

Morrison 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Tuck 

Mumma 

Scrlvner 

Utt 

Murray 

Scudder  -« 

Van  Pelt 

Neal 

Selden 

Vorys 

Nicholson 

Sheehan 

Vursell 

Nimtz 

Shuford 

Wainwright 

Norblad 

Sikes 

Watts 

O’Hara,  Minn, 

Siler 

Weaver 

Ostertag 

Simpson,  m. 

Westland 

Pillion 

Simpson,  Pa, 

Wharton  ) 

Poage 

Smith,  Calif. 

Whitener  ' 

Poff 

Smith,  Kans. 

Whitten 

Ray 

Smith,  Miss. 

Wlgglesworth 

Reed 

Smith,  Va. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Rees,  Kans, 

Smith,  Wis. 

Williams.  N.  Y. 

Rhodes.  Ariz. 

Stauffer 

Willis 

Riehlman 

Taber 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Riley 

Talle 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Rivers 

Taylor 

Winstead 

Robeson,  Va. 
Robsion,  Ky. 

Teague,  Calif. 
Teague,  Tex. 

NAYS— 205 

Younger 

Addonizio 

Fogarty 

Moulder 

Albert 

Forand 

Natcher 

Anfuso 

Fountain 

Norrell 

Ashley 

Frazier 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Bailey  . 

Friedel 

O’Brien.  N.  Y. 

Baldwin 

Fulton 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Baring 

Garmatz 

O’Konskl 

Barrett 

Gavin 

O’Neill 

Bass,  Tenn. 

George 

Osmers 

Baumhart 

Gordon 

Passman 

Bennett,  Fla, 

Granahan 

Patman 

Bennett,  Mich, 

Gray 

Patterson 

Blatnik 

Green,  Oreg. 

Pelly 

Batch 

Green,  Pa. 

Perkins 

Boggs 

Griffin 

Pfost 

Boland 

Griffiths 

Philbln 

Bolling 

Hagen 

Pilcher 

Bolton 

Hale 

Polk 

Boyle 

Haskell 

Porter 

Bray 

Hays.  Ark. 

Powell 

Breeding 

Hays,  Ohio 

Preston 

Broomfield 

Healey 

Price 

Brown,  Ga. 

Heselton 

Prouty 

Brown,  Mo. 

Hollfield 

Rabaut 

Buckley 

Holland 

Radwan 

Burdick 

Holmes 

Rains 

Byrd 

Hosmer 

Reuss 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Huddleston 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Canfield 

Hull 

Roberts 

Carnahan 

Hyde 

Rodino 

Carrigg 

Jarman 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Celler 

Johnson 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Christopher 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Chudoff 

Judd 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Clark 

Kars  ten 

Rooney 

Coad 

Kean 

'  Roosevelt 

Coffin 

Kee 

Sadlak 

Cooley 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Santangelo 

Corbett 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Saund 

Cunningham, 

Keogh 

Saylor 

Iowa 

King 

Scott,  Pa. 

Cunningham, 

Klrwan 

Seely-Brown 

Nebr. 

Kluezynski 

Shelley 

Curtin 

Knutson 

Sheppard 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Landrum 

Sisk 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lane 

Spence 

Dawson,  Utah 

Lanham 

Springer 

Delaney 

Lankford 

Staggers 

Dellay 

Lesinski 

Steed 

Dempsey 

Long 

Sullivan 

Denton 

McCarthy 

Teller 

Diggs 

McCormack 

Tewes 

Dingell 

McFall 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Dixon 

McGovern 

Tollefson 

Dolllnger 

McIntosh 

Trimble 

Donohue 

Machrowlcz 

Ddall 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Mack,  Ill. 

Ullman 

Doyle 

Madden 

Vanik 

Dwyer 

Magnuson 

Van  Zandt 

Eberharter 

Marshall 

Vinson 

Edmondson 

Matthews 

WWnall 

Elliott 

May 

Wier 

Engle 

Metoalf 

Withrow 

Farbstein 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wolverton 

Fascell 

Moore 

Wright 

Felghan 

Morano 

Yates 

Fenton 

Morgan 

Young 

Flno 

Morris 

Zablockl 

Flood 

Moss 

Zelenko 

NOT  VOTING— 

13 

Anderson, 

Bowler 

Holtzman 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Multer 

Andresen, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Reece,  Tenn. 

August  H. 

Dies 

Sieminski 

Aspinall 

Gregory 

Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Holtz- 
man  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  Mul- 
ter  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Aspinall  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Sieminski  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  BOYLE  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  COUDERT  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAICER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  was  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  13,  line  7,  strike  out  “$9,300,000” 
and  insert  “$7,973,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  130,  nays  285,  not  voting  17, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  48] 

YEAS— 130 


Abbitt 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Minshall 

Abernethy 

Dowdy 

Mumma 

Adair 

Evlns 

Murray 

Alger 

Fisher 

Neal 

Allen,  Calif. 

Flynt 

Nicholson 

Allen,  Ill. 

Ga  things 

Norblad 

Andersen, 

George 

Norrell 

H.  Carl 

Grant 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Ashmore 

Gross 

Poff 

Ayres 

Gwinn 

Ray 

Baker 

Haley 

Reed 

Bass.  N.  H. 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bates 

Harvey 

Robeson,  Va. 

Baumhart^ 

Henderson 

Rutherford 

Becker 

Herlong 

St.  George 

Belcher 

Hess 

Schenck 

Bentley 

Hlestand 

Scherer 

Berry 

Hill 

Scrlvner 

Betts 

Hillings 

Siler 

Bow 

Hoffman 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Brooks,  La. 

Hyde 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Brown.  Ohio 

Jackson 

Smith,  Calif. 

Brownson 

James 

Smith,  Kans. 

Broyhill 

Jenkins 

Smith,  Va. 

Budge 

Jensen 

Smith,  Wis. 

Bush 

Johansen 

Taber 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Jonas 

Teague,  Calif. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kearney 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cannon 

Keeney 

Thomas 

Cederberg 

Kilburn 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Chamberlain 

Kilgore 

Tuck 

Chlperfield 

Krueger 

Utt 

Clevenger 

Laird 

Van  Pelt 

Cole 

Lipscomb 

Vorys 

Colmer 

Loser 

Vursell 

Cooper  ' 

McCulloch 

Wainwright 

Cramer 

McGregor 

Weaver 

Curtis,  Mo.  . 

McMillan 

Westland 

Dague 

MeVey 

Williams,  Miss. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Willis 

Dawson.  Utah 

Maspn 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Derounlan 

Meader 

Winstead 

Devereux 

Michel 

Younger 

Dooley 

Miller,  Nebr. 

NAYS— 285 

Addonizio 

Barrett 

Bosch 

Albert 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Boykin 

Alexander 

Beamer 

Boyle 

Andrews 

Beckworth 

Bray 

Anfuso 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Breeding 

Arends 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Ashley 

Blatnik 

Broomfield 

Auchlnclosa 

Blitch 

Brown,  Ga. 

Avery 

Boggs 

Brown,  Mo. 

Bailey 

Boland 

Buckley 

Baldwin 

Bolling 

Burdick 

Barden 

Bolton 

Burleson 

Baring 

Bonner 

Byrd 
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Byrne,  Pa, 

Holifield 

Pfost 

Canfield 

Holland 

Philbin 

Carnahan 

Holmes 

Pilcher 

Carrigg 

Holt 

Poage 

Celler 

Horan 

Polk 

Chelf 

Hosmer 

Porter 

Chenoweth 

Huddleston 

Powell 

Christopher 

Hull 

Preston 

Chudoff 

Ikard 

Price 

Church 

Jarman 

Prouty 

Clark 

Jennings 

Rabaut 

Coad 

Johnson 

Radwan 

Coffin 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rains 

Collier 

Jones,  Mo. 

Reuss 

Cooley 

Judd 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Corbett 

Karsten 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Coudert 

Kean 

Riehlman 

Cunningham, 

Kearns 

Riley 

Iowa 

Keating 

Rivers 

Cunningham, 

Kee 

Roberts 

Nebr. 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Curtin 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Rodino 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Keogh 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Kilday 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Delaney 

King 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Dellay 

Klrwan 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Dempsey 

Kitchln 

Rooney 

Dennison 

Kluezynski 

Roosevelt 

Denton 

Knox 

Sadlak 

Diggs 

Knutson 

Santangelo 

Dingell 

Landrum 

Saund 

Dixon 

Lane 

Saylor 

Dolllnger 

Lanham 

Schwengel 

Donohue 

Lankford 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Latham 

Scott,  Pa. 

Doyle 

Ijennon 

Scudder 

Durham 

Lesinski 

Seely-Brown 

Dwyer 

Long 

Selden 

Eberharter 

McCarthy 

Sheehan 

Edmondson 

McConnell 

Shelley 

Elliott 

McCormack 

Sheppard 

Engle 

McDonough 

Shuford 

Fallon 

McPall 

Sikes 

Farbstein 

McGovern 

Sisk 

Fascell 

Mclntlre 

Smith,  Miss. 

Feighan 

McIntosh 

Spence 

Fenton 

Macdonald 

Springer 

Fino 

Machrowlcz 

Staggers 

Flood 

Mack,  Ill. 

Stauffer 

Fogarty 

Madden 

Steed 

Forand 

Magnuson 

Sullivan 

Ford 

Mahon 

Talle 

Forrester 

Mailllard 

Taylor 

Fountain 

Marshall 

Teller 

Frazier 

Martin 

Tewes 

Frellnghuysen 

Matthews 

Thompson,  La. 

Friedel 

May 

Thompson,  N.  J, 

Pulton 

Metcalf 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Garmatz 

Miller.  Calif. 

Thornberry 

Gary 

Miller,  Md. 

Tollefson 

Gavin 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Trimble 

Gordon 

Mills 

Udall 

Granahan 

Moore 

Ullman 

Gray 

Morano 

Vanik 

Green,  Oreg. 

Morgan 

Van  Zandt 

Green,  Pa. 

Morris 

Vinson 

Griffin 

Morrison 

Watts 

Griffiths 

Moss 

Wharton 

Hagen 

Moulder 

Whitener 

Hale 

Natcher 

Whitten 

Halleck 

Nimtz 

Widnall 

Harden 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Wier 

Hardy 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Wlgglesworth 

Harris 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Harrison,  Va. 

O’Konski 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Haskell 

O’Neill 

Withrow 

Hays,  Ark. 

Osmers 

Wolverton 

Hays,  Ohio 

Ostertag 

Wright 

Healey 

Passman 

Yates 

Hebert 

Patman 

Young 

Hemphill 

Patterson 

Zablockl 

Heselton 

Pelly 

Zelenko 

Hoeven 

Perkins 

NOT  VOTING- 

-17 

Anderson, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Multer 

Mont. 

Dies 

Pillion 

Andresen, 

Gregory 

Reece,  Tenn. 

August  H. 

Gubser 

Sieminski 

Aspinall 

Holtzman 

Walter 

Bowler 

LeCompte 

Cretella 

Merrow 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Reece 

of  Tennessee 

for,  with  Mr. 

Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  Wal¬ 
ter  against. 


Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Multer  against. 
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Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr. 
Cretella. 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  LeCompte. 

Mr.  Sieminski  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Bowler  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  19,  line  15,  strike  out  “$7,000,000” 
and  insert  “$5,518,000.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  206,  nays  207,  not  voting  19, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  49] 

YEAS — 206 


Abbitt 

Forrester 

Mumma 

Abernethy 

Fountain 

Murray 

Adair 

Frazier 

Neal 

Alexander 

Gary 

Nicholson 

Alger 

Gathings 

Norblad 

Allen,  Calif. 

George 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Allen,  Ill. 

Grant 

Ostertag 

Andersen, 

Gross 

Poage 

H.  Carl 

Gubser 

Poff 

Andrews 

Gwinn 

Prouty 

Arends 

Haley 

Ray 

Ashmore 

Harden 

Reed 

Auchlncloss 

Hardy 

Rees,  Kans. 

Avery 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Ayres 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rlehlman 

Baker 

Harvey 

Riley 

Barden 

Hebert 

Robeson.  Va. 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Hemphill 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Henderson 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bates 

Herlong 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Baumhart 

Hess 

Rutherford 

Beamer 

Hiestand 

St.  George 

Becker 

Hill 

Schenck 

Belcher 

Hillings 

Scherer 

Bentley 

Hoeven 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Berry 

Hoffman 

Scrlvner 

Betts 

Holt 

Scudder 

Blitch 

Hosmer 

Selden 

Bonner 

Huddleston 

Sheehan 

Bosch 

Ikard 

Shuford 

Bow 

Jackson 

Sikes 

Boyle 

James 

SUer 

Brooks,  La. 

Jarman 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Brooks,  Tex, 

Jenkins 

Simpson,  Fa. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jennings 

Smith,  Calif. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jensen 

Smith,  Kans. 

Brownson 

Johansen 

Smith,  Va. 

Broyhill 

Jonas 

Smith,  Wis. 

Budge 

Jones,  Mo. 

Springer 

Burleson 

Kearney 

Stauffer 

Bush 

Keating 

Steed 

Bj’rne,  111. 

Keeney 

Taber 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kilburn 

Taylor 

Cannon 

Kilgore 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cederberg 

KltChln 

Thomas 

Chamberlain 

Krueger 

Thompson,  La. 

Chenoweth 

Laird 

Thompson.  Tex. 

Chiperfield 

Landrum 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Church 

Latham 

Tuck 

Clevenger 

Lennon 

Utt 

Cole 

Lipscomb 

Van  Pelt 

Collier 

Loser 

Vorys 

Colmer 

McCulloch 

Vursell 

Cooper 

McDonough 

Wainwright 

Cramer 

McGregor 

Weaver 

Cunningham, 

Mclntlre 

Westland  • 

Nebr. 

McMillan 

Wharton 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Macdonald 

Whltener 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Whitten 

Dague 

Mahon 

Wldnall 

Davis,  Ga. 

Mailliard 

Williams,  Miss. 

Dennison 

Mason 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Derounian 

Matthews 

Willis 

Devereux 

Meader 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Dooley 

Michel 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Miller,  Md. 

Winstead 

Dowdy 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Young 

Durham 

Fisher 

Flynt 

Miller,  N.  Y. 
Mills 

Minshall 

Younger 

NAYS— 207 


Addonizio 

Garmatz 

Norrell 

Albert 

Gavin 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Anfuso 

Gordon 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

Ashley 

Granahan 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Bailey 

Gray 

O’Konski 

Baldwin 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill 

Baring 

Green,  Pa. 

Osmers 

Barrett 

Griffin 

Passman 

Beckworth 

Griffiths 

Patman 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hagen 

Patterson 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hale 

Felly 

Blatnik 

Halleck 

Perkins 

Boggs 

Harris 

Pfost 

Boland 

Haskell 

Phllbln 

Bolling 

Hays,  Ark. 

Pilcher 

Bolton 

Hays,  Ohio 

Polk 

Bray 

Healey 

Porter 

Breeding 

Heselton 

Powell 

Broomfield 

Holifield 

Preston 

Brown,  Mo. 

Holland 

Price 

Buckley 

Holmes 

Rabaut 

Burdick 

Horan 

Radwan 

Byrd 

Hull 

Rains 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hyde 

Reuss 

Canfield 

Johnson 

Rhodes,  Pa.  • 

Carrlgg 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rivers 

Chelf 

Judd 

Roberts 

Christopher 

Karsten 

Rodino 

Chudoff 

Kean 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Clark 

Kearns 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Coad 

Kee 

Rooney 

Coffin 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Roosevelt 

Cooley 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Sadlak 

Corbett 

Keogh 

Santangelo 

Coudert 

Kilday 

Saund 

Cunningham, 

King 

Saylor 

Iowa 

Kirwan 

Schwengel 

Curtin 

Kluczynskl 

Scott,  Pa. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Knox 

Seely-Brown 

Dawson,  Utah 

Knutson 

Shelley 

Delaney 

Lane 

Sheppard 

Dellay 

Lanham 

Sisk 

Dempsey 

Lankford 

Smith,  Miss. 

Denton 

Lesinskl 

Spence 

Diggs 

Long 

Staggers 

Dingell 

McCarthy 

Sullivan 

Dixon 

McConnell 

Talle 

Dollinger 

McCormack 

Teague,  Tex. 

Donohue 

McFall 

Teller 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

McGovern 

Tewes 

Doyle 

McIntosh 

Thompson.  N.  J 

Dwyer 

McVey 

Thornberry 

Eberharter 

Machrowicz 

ToUefson 

Edmondson 

Mack,  Ill. 

Trimble 

Elliott 

Madden 

Udall 

Engle 

Magnuson 

Ullman 

Evins 

Marrhall 

Vanik 

Fallon 

Martin 

Van  Zandt 

Farbstein 

May 

Vinson 

Fascell 

Metcalf 

Watts 

Feighan 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wler 

Fenton 

Moore 

Wigglesworth 

Fine 

Morano 

Withrow 

Flood 

Morgan 

Wolverton 

Fogarty 

Morris 

Wright 

Forand 

Morrison 

Yates 

Ford 

Moss 

Zablocki 

Frelinghuysen 

Moulder 

Zelenko 

Frledel 

Natcher 

Fulton 

Nimtz 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Anderson, 

Carnahan 

LeCompte 

Mont. 

Celler 

Merrow 

Andresen. 

Cretella 

Multer 

August  H. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Pillion 

Aspinall 

Dies 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Bowler 

Gregory 

Sieminski 

Boykin 

Holtzman 

Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  As¬ 
pinall  against. 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr.  Walter 
against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Bowler  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr.  Holtzman  with  Mr.  LeCompte. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Multer  with  Mr.  Pillion. 


April  If 

Mrs.  BOLTON  changed  her  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  19,  lines  23,  strike  out  the  paragraph 
down  to  and  including  line  6  on  page  20. 

The  SPEAKER,  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  separate 
vote  has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  25,  strike  out  lines  1  through  4. 

The-  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
announce  that  this  is  the  last  amend¬ 
ment  on  which  we  are  going  to  ask  for 
a  rollcall  vote  at  this  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  is 
out  of  order.  Before  the  Chair  knew 
what  he  was  doing,  he  made  a  state¬ 
ment. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  185,  nays  231,  not  voting  16. 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  50] 

YEAS — 185 


Abbitt 

Curtis,  Mass.  ■ 

Johansen 

Abernethy 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Jonas 

Adair 

Dague 

Judd 

Alexander 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kean 

Alger 

Dawson,  Utah 

Kearney 

Allen,  Calif. 

Derounian 

Keating 

Allen,  Ill. 

Dixon 

Keeney 

Andersen. 

Dooley 

Kilburn 

H.  r 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Kilgore 

Arend, 

Dorn.  S.  C. 

Krueger 

A.shmore 

Dowdy 

Laird 

Auchlncloss 

Dwyer 

Latham 

Avery 

Find 

Lipscomb 

Ayres 

Fisher 

McConnell 

Barden 

Flynt 

McCulloch 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Ford 

McDonough 

Bates 

Frelinghuysen 

McGregor 

Beamer 

Gary 

Mclntire 

Becker 

George 

McVey 

Belcher 

Gross 

Macdonald 

Bentley 

Gubser 

Mahon 

Berry 

Gwinn 

Mailliard 

Betts 

Hale 

Martin 

Bolton 

Haley 

Mason  ■ 

Bosch 

Halleck 

Meader 

Bow 

Harden 

Michel 

Bray 

Hardy 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Broomfield 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Miller,  N,  Y 

Brown,  Ohio 

Harrison.  Va. 

Minshall 

Brownson 

Harvey 

Morano 

Budge 

Haskell 

Mumma 

Burleson 

Hebert 

Murray 

Byrne,  111. 

Hemphill 

Neal 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Henderson 

Nicholson 

Canfield 

Herlong 

Nimtz 

Cannon 

Heselton 

Norblad 

Cederberg 

Hess 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Chamberlain 

Hiestand 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Chiperfield 

Hill 

Osmers 

Church 

Hillings 

Ostertag 

Clevenger 

Hoeven 

Felly 

Cole 

Hoffman 

Pillion 

Collier 

Holt 

Poff 

Colmer 

Hosmer 

Prouty 

Coudert 

Ikard 

Radwan 

Cunningham, 

Jackson 

Ray 

Iowa 

James 

Reed 

Cunningham, 

Jenkins 

Rees,  Kans. 

Nebr. 

Jensen 

Rlehlman 
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1957 


Robeson,  Va. 

Smith,  Va. 

Vursell 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Wainwrlght 

Rutherford 

Springer 

Weaver 

St.  George 

StauBfer 

Westland 

Schenck 

Taber 

Wharton 

Scherer 

Talle 

Whltener 

Scrlvner 

Taylor 

Widnall 

Scudder 

Teague,  Calif. 

Wlgglesworth 

Sheehan 

Tewes 

Williams,  Miss. 

Shuford 

Thomson,  Wyo.  Wilson,  Calif. 

Siler 

Tuck 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Utt 

.Winstead 

Smith,  Calif. 

Van  Pelt 

Younger 

Smith,  Kans. 

Vorys 

NAYS — 231 

Addonlzlo 

Friedel 

Norrell 

Albert 

Fulton 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Andrews 

Garmatz 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Anfuso 

Gathings 

O’Konskl 

Ashley 

Gavin 

O’Neill 

Bailey 

Gordon 

Passman 

Baker 

Granahan 

Patman 

Baldwin 

Grant 

Patterson 

Baring 

Gray 

Perkins 

Barrett 

Green.  Oreg. 

Pfost 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Green,  Pa. 

Phllbin 

Baumhart 

Gregory 

Pilcher 

Beckworth 

Griffin 

Poage 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Griffiths 

Polk 

Bennett.  Mich. 

Hagen 

Porter 

Blatnlk 

Harris 

Powell 

Blltch 

Hays,  Ark. 

Preston 

Boggs 

Hays,  Ohio 

Price 

Boland 

Healev 

Rabaut 

Bolling 

Holifield 

Rains 

Bonner 

Holland 

Reuss 

Boykin 

Holmes 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Boyle 

Horan 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Breeding 

Huddleston 

Riley 

Brooks,  La. 

Hull 

Rivers 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Hyde 

Roberts 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jarman 

Robslon,  Ky. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Jennings 

Rodino 

BroyhlU 

Johnson 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Buckley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Burdick 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Bush 

Karsten 

Rooney 

Byrd 

Kearns 

Roosevelt 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Kee 

Sadlak 

Carrlgg 

Kelley,  Pa, 

Santangelo 

Celler 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Saund 

Chelf 

Keogh 

Saylor 

Chenoweth 

Kllday 

Schwengel 

Christopher 

King 

Scott,  N.  C. 

ChudoS 

Kirwan 

Scott,  Pa. 

Clark 

Kitchin 

Seely-Brown 

C'oad 

Kluczynskl 

Selden 

Collin 

Knox 

Shelley 

Cooley 

Knutson 

Sheppard 

Cooper 

Landrum 

Sikes 

Corbett 

Lane 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Cramer 

Lanham 

Sisk 

Curtin 

Lankford 

Smith,  Miss. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lennon 

Spence 

Delaney 

Lesinski 

Staggers 

Dellay 

Long 

Steed 

Dempsey 

Loser 

Sullivan 

Dennison 

McCarthy 

Teller 

Denton 

McCormack 

Thomas 

Devereux 

McFall 

Thompson,  La. 

Diggs 

McGovern 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Dlngell 

McIntosh 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dolllnger 

McMillan 

Thornberry 

Donohue 

Machrowicz 

Tollefson 

Doyle 

Mack,  Ill. 

Trimble 

Durham 

Mack,  Wash. 

Udall 

Eberharter 

Madden 

Ullman 

Edmondson 

Magnuson 

Vanik 

Elliott 

Marshall 

Van  Zandt 

Engle 

Matthews 

Vinson 

Evlns 

May 

Watts 

Fallon 

Metcalf 

Whitten 

Farbsteln 

Miller,  C-alif. 

Wier 

Fascell 

Miller,  Md. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Feighan 

Mills 

Willis 

Fenton 

Moore 

Withrow 

Flood 

Morgan 

Wolverton 

Fogarty 

Morris 

Wright 

Forand 

Morrison 

Yates 

Forrester 

Moss 

Young 

Fountain 

Moulder 

Zablockl 

Frazier 

Natcher 

Zelenko 

NOT  VOTING- 

—16 

Anderson, 

Carnahan 

Merrow 

Mont. 

Cretella 

Multer 

Andresen, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Reece,  Tenn. 

August  H. 

Dies 

Sieminskl 

Aspinall 

Holtzman 

Teague,  Tex. 

Bowler 

LeCompte 

Walter 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected: 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 


On  this  vote: 

Mr.  August  H.  Andresen  for,  with  Mr. 
Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Multer  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Cretella. 

Mr  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Le- 
Compte. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Walter  with  Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

.The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  27,  line  20,  after  the  word  “Interior”, 
Insert  “at  the  option  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  on  which  a 
separate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  33,  line  2,  strike  out  “$2,000,000”  and 
Insert  “$1,900,000.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  on  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  39,  line  17,  strike  out  “$9,450,000”  and 
insert  “$9,384,800.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  oflfer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEIAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  am. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  qual¬ 
ifies. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Mr.  Taber  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6287)  to  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  with  instructions  to  report  the 
same  back  to  the  House  forthwith  with  an 
amendment  as  follows:  On  page  18,  line  3, 
strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$3,000,000.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  asked  by  many  Members  of  the 
House  to  briefly  summarize  each  of  the 
18  amendments  which  were  adopted  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  to 
H.  R.  6287,  the  appropriation  bill  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare, 


Before  summarizing  each  of  these 
amendments,  I  would  like  to  state,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  effect  of  the  House 
action  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  in  carefully  analyzing  the  appro¬ 
priations  line  by  line  contained  in  this 
appropriation  bill,  has  been  tremendous. 
Since  this  bill  has  been  on  the  floor  for 
action  three  other  appropriation  bills 
have  been  marked  up  by  subcommittees 
of  the  House  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  These  markups  have  brought  about 
substantial  reductions,  particularly  in 
new  personnel  items  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Commerce,  State,  and  Justice. 
Requests  for  additional  new  persormel 
have  been  severely  trimmed  for  these 
three  departments  because  of  the  mani¬ 
festation  on  the  part  of  the  House  in 
the  last  7  days  that  it  is  truly  inter¬ 
ested  in  holding  down  the  number  of 
new  employees  provided  for  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget. 

At  the  present  time  there  are  over 
2,390,000  Federal  civilian  employees  on 
the  Government  payroll.  The  $71.8  bil¬ 
lion  executive  budget  submitted  by  Pres¬ 
ident  Eisenhower  to  this  Congress  makes 
provisions  for  an  addition  to  the  civil¬ 
ian  payroll  of  our  Federal  Government 
of  30,000  employees.  The  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  adopting  the  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  has  shown  that  it  is  most  inter¬ 
ested  in  holding  down  all  requests  for 
new  funds  to  hire  additional  Federal 
employees  to  the  minimum.  It  might 
be  pointed  out  that  in  all  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  be  voted  upon  today, 
not  a  single  reduction  over  the  Com¬ 
mittee  recommendations  as  far  as 
health  and  welfare  personnel,  was  made. 
However  the  employment  levels  in  those 
areas  which  do  not  directly  affect  the 
health  and  welfare  of  our  citizens  were 
maintained  by  the  action  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  at  vei-y  close 
to  the  1957  employment  levels.  None  of 
the  amendments  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  would  have 
eliminated  a  single  position  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  or  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
but  are  an  attempt  to  hold  the  line  below 
the  1957  employment  level.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact' not  a  single  amendment  was 
adopted  which  provides  less  money  for 
personal  services  than  the  particular  bu¬ 
reau  in  two  departments  received  in  last 
year’s  budget.  These  amendments, 
therefore,  do  not  cut  the  present  Fed¬ 
eral  budget  but  merely  make  reductions 
in  the  requests  for  additions  in  the  fiscal 
year  1958  executive  budget.  Every 
amendment  adopted  will  in  fact  give 
the  particular  bureau  involved  more 
money  for  personal  services  than  it  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Oftentimes,  we  as  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  seem  to  accept  the  requests  of  the 
executive  department  for  the  new  fiscal 
year  as  the  basis  of  making  statements 
that  cuts  in  Federal  spending  have  been 
made  when,  in  fact,  no  reductions  are 
actually  made  in  the  spending  levels  of 
the  various  bureaus  involved.  Reduc¬ 
tions  are  merely  made  in  the  President’s 
requests  of  Congress  to  appropriate  cer¬ 
tain  funds.  The  Congress  has  the  sole 
responsibility  under  our  Constitution, 
particularly  the  House  of  Representa- 


No.  59 - 15 


4624 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUS 


tives.  for  controlling  the  purse  strings  of 
this  Nation.  Any  request  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  can  be  granted  in  full  or  refused  in 
full.  It  can  be  granted  in  part  or  refused 
in  part.  It  is  like  the  experience  all  of 
us  have  in  our  own  families.  One  of  our 
children  wants  a  $1  allowance.  At  the 
present  time  he  is  receiving  a  75-cent 
allowance.  The  $1  figure  is  a  request  he 
makes  of  us.  Just  because  our  son  asked 
for  it,  we  do  not  give  it  to  him  and  no 
matter  how  high  a  regard  we  may  have 
for  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
be  he  Democrat  or  Republican,  we  should 
not  blindly  give  him  everything  he  asks 
for  in  his  budget  requests.  If  we  deny 
our  son  the  $1  allowance  which  he  re¬ 
quests  and  give  him  85  cents  as  an  allow¬ 
ance,  we  are,  in  fact,  making  no  cut  in 
his  budget  but  are  granting  him  an  in¬ 
crease  of  10  cents.  The  amendments 
which  we  are  voting  on  today  follow  this 
same  pattern.  We  are  making  no  cut  in 
the  present  salary  and  expense  allowance 
of  any  bureau  or  division  in  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  We  are  giving  them  an  in¬ 
crease  in  their  present  allowance  but  not 
giving  them  the  total  increase  which  they 
requested  through  the  offices  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  job  of  controlling  appropria¬ 
tions  is  vested  in  the  United  States  Con¬ 
gress  and  it  rightfully  belongs  there. 

There  are  Members  of  Congress  who 
are  willing  to  pass  the  buck  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  Government  in  the  matter 
of  controlling  Federal  employment  and 
Federal  budget,  in  an  effort  to  escape 
their  responsibility  for  Federal  spending. 
It  should  always  be  remembered  that  the 
executive  branch  merely  requests  certain 
sums  of  money  from  the  legislative 
branch  and  under  our  Constitution,  the 
responsibility  for  authorizing  expendi¬ 
tures,  is  clearly  vested  in  the  Congress. 
Regardless  of  whether  there  is  a  Repub¬ 
lican  or  a  Democrat  in  the  White  House, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Congress  never 
to  abdicate  its  responsibility  for  control 
of  Federal  employment  and  Federal 
spending. 

Only  yesterday  Pi’esident  Eisenliower 
in  a  press  conference  indicated  to  the 
press  and  through  them  to  the  citizens 
of  our  Nation  that  Federal  civilian  em¬ 
ployment  should  be  reduced  and  not  ex¬ 
panded.  The  House  in  the  past  7  days 
has  clearly  indicated  its  intentions  of 
not  drastically  raising  Federal  employ¬ 
ment  above  the  current  level.  This  ac¬ 
tion  symbolized  to  the  executive  depart¬ 
ments  the  intention  of  this  Congress  to 
keep  some  check  on  the  continuing  in¬ 
creases  of  personnel  in  eveiT  department 
and  agency  of  our  Federal  Government. 
This  same  policy  has  been  and  will  be 
followed  by  me  on  every  appropriation 
bill  reaching  the  floor  of  the  House  in 
this  session  of  Congress  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  I  may  be  in  the  minority  in 
my  point  of  view. 

I  have  summarized  each  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  and  acted  upon  by  the 
House  this  afternoon. 

OFFICE  OF  SECRETARY  OF  LABOR 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge] 
and  reduces  the  item  of  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 


Labor  on  page  2,  lines  11  and  12,  from 
$1,510,000  to  $1,480,000,  or  a  reduction  of 
$30,000.  The  effect  of  this  amendment 
is  to  deny  three  new  positions  which 
were  to  be  established  in  the  Department 
of  Labor  here  in  Washington  to  handle 
international  labor  affairs  in  two  areas  of 
the  world — South  America  and  the  Near 
East.  This  activity  can  and  will  be  car¬ 
ried  on  by  the  number  of  employees 
allowed  in  this  budget  request  for  1958. 
The  current  employment  level  on  Feb- 
rurary  28,  1957,  in  the  Office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  was  168  positions.  This  1958  bill, 
after  the  adoption  of  this  amendment, 
will  allow  for  183  positions,  as  compared 
with  173  authorized  in  1957,  or  an  in¬ 
crease  of  10  positions.  The  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  plac¬ 
ing  the  appropriation  for  1957  on  a  com¬ 
parable  basis  with  the  activities  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Office  in  fiscal  year 
1958,  shows  that  the  appropriation  to  the 
Secretary’s  Office  is  increased  from  $1,- 
422,800  to  $1,480,000.  These  figures  take 
into  consideration  the  plans  which  the 
Department  of  Labor  have  to  transfer 
from  this  appropriation  to  other  appro¬ 
priation  items  in  this  bill,  certain  activ¬ 
ities  which  were  carried  on  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  in  fiscal  year  1957. 
Taking  all  these  adjustments  into  con¬ 
sideration,  the  amount  allowed  after  the 
adoption  of  the  Budge  amendment  is 
sufficient  to  support  all  activities  of  this 
Office  at  a  higher  level  than  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  the 
increases  in  Department  of  Labor  being 
necessary  to  can-y  out  the  laws  that  we 
pa-ssed  last  year.  Now  that  just  is  not 
factual.  We  did  not  pass  any  legisla¬ 
tion  last  year  that  added  appreciably  to 
the  workload  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
with  one  single  exception — the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act.  That  act  did  require 
some  additional  work  in  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and  a  special  appropriation 
from  the  highway  tinist  fund  is  included 
in  the  bill  for  that.  But  I  think  it  is 
important  to  keep  in  mind  that,  with 
this  exception  there  is  not  a  single  piece 
of  new  legislation  that  would  require 
any  appreciable  increase  in  tins  Depart¬ 
ments  activities. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2.  OFFICE  OF  SOLICITOR, 
DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge  I 
and  amended  by  an  amendment  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith] 
and  reduces  the  item  of  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  on  page  3,  line  9,  in  the  Office  of 
the  Solicitor  from  $2,225,000  to  $2,021,- 
000,  or  a  reduction  of  $204,000  in  the 
budget  request.  In  fiscal  year  1957  there 
was  a  total  of  $2,321,000  made  available 
to  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  for  salaries 
and  expenses  including  the  transfer  of 
$300,000  from  the  highway  trust  fund. 
If  this  amendment  is  adopted,  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor  will  have  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  $2,386,000  which 
includes  $365,000  transferred  from  the 
highway  trust  fund  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  in  fiscal  year  1958.  The  cun-ent 
emplojiment  level  in  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  on  February  28,  1957,  was  327 
positions.  Although  the  number  of 
positions  allowed  in  the  1957  budget  for 
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362  positions.  This  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  that  no  new  positions  can  be  added 
in  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  above  the 
number  allowed  in  the  1957  budget  but 
will  allow  for  a  higher  employment  level 
that  was  in  effect  on  Febi'uaiT  28,  1957. 
At  the  beginning  of  this  year,  just  a  lit¬ 
tle  over  8  months  ago,  this  Office  had  285 
employees  and  last  year  they  averaged 
261  employees,  so  an  amendment  to  hold 
them  to  just  a  little  more  than  their 
current  employment  of  327  certainly  is 
not  going  to  hurt  anything. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3.  BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge] 
and  reduces  the  item  for  salary  and  ex¬ 
penses  on  page  4,  line  7,  for  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Standards  from  $1,031,300  to 
$985,000,  or  a  reduction  of  $46,300.  This 
amendment  continues  the  personnel  level 
in  this  agency  at  the  current  1957  em¬ 
ployment  figure.  It  adds  to  the  funds 
appropriated  a  sufficient  amount  to  take 
care  of  retirement  pay  to  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission  and  it  also  takes  care  of 
the  extra  day’s  pay  which  is  being  en¬ 
countered  in  all  of  these  departments  in 
fiscal  year  1958.  The  appropriation  for 
the  Buerau  of  Labor  Standards  for  fiscal 
year  1957  was  $911,5.00.  Upon  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  amendment  the  amount 
available  for  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  in  1958  will  be  $985,000.  The  cur¬ 
rent  employment  level  in  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Standards  on  February  28,  1957 
was  107  positions  and  the  number  of 
positions  allowed  in  the  1957  budget  were 
113.  The  same  employment  figure  for 
1958  is  allowed  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment.  For  the  last  3  years  in  suc¬ 
cession  increases  in  personnel  have  been 
provided  for  this  Bureau.  They  have  no 
new  programs  that  they  are  required  to 
administer,  they  just  keep  expanding,  it 
certainly  is  in  order  that  this  Bureau 
at  least  level  off. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4.  BUREAU  OF  VETERANS 
REEMPLOYMENT 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge] 
on  the  Bureau  of  Veterans  Reemploy¬ 
ment  Rights,  page  4,  line  18,  and  provides 
for  $406,000  for  fiscal  year  1958,  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $136,000  from  the  amount  orig¬ 
inally  allowed  in  the- bill,  but  an  increase 
over  the  1957  appropriation  of  $23,000. 
This  amendment  provides  for  the  same 
number  of  positions  authorized  in  fiscal 
year  1957  and  adds  to  the  amount  of 
money  available  in  1957  an  appropria¬ 
tion  equal  to  the  increased  payments  to 
the  civil-service  retirement  fund  and 
money  for  the  extra  day’s  pay. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  5.  BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT 
SECURITY 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith]  on  page  5,  line  8,  for  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security,  and  provides 
$5,558,000  for  salaries  and  expenses,  a 
decrease  of  $442,000  from  the  amount 
originally  included  in  the  bill,  or  main¬ 
tains  the  same  appropriation  level  to 
this  Bureau  that  was  established  in  the 
1957  budget.  The  current  employment 
level  as  of  Februai-y  28,  1957,  in  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  was  731 
positions.  The  number  of  positions 
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allowed  in  the  1957  budget  is  768.  This 
Bureau  also  has  expanded  substantially 
in  the  last  couple  of  years.  At  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1955  they  had  706  employees. 
Now  they  have  731.  Certainly  just 
stopping  the  further  expansion  is  not 
going  to  have  any  disastrous  effects. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  6.  GRANTS  TO  STATES 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Byrnes]  and  amended  by  the  gentleman 
from  Tekas  [Mr.  Burleson]  on  the  item 
on  page  6,  line  5,  “Grants  to  States.” 
This  amendment  has  the  net  result  of 
reducing  the  appropriation  to  grants  to 
States  by  $186,000,  the  total  of  two  in¬ 
creases  made  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  over  the  amounts  originally  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Department  of  Labor  as 
set  forth  in  the  table  on  page  29  of  the 
committee  hearings.  This  reduction 
was  conceded  by  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  because  of  the  confusion 
resulting  from  the  table  provided  for  the 
record  by  the  Department  of  Labor.  Al¬ 
though  this  amendment  shows  up  as  a 
$12,186,000  reduction,  this  is  the  result 
of  a  point  of  order  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  against 
the  language  beginning  after  the  first 
figure  on  line  5  of  page  6  of  the  bill, 
which  the  Chair  held  was  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill  and  not  authorized 
by  law.  The  language  which  was 
stricken  from  the  bill  by  this  point  of 
order  provided  for  the  expenditure  of 
$12  million  to  meet  increased  cost  of  ad¬ 
ministration  resulting  from  changes  in  a 
State  law,  increases  in  the  number  of 
claims  filed  fpr  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  States  during  the  next 
fiscal  year,  or  increases  in  State  salaries. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  contingency 
language  was  stricken  from  the  bill,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  secure  authorizing 
legislation  through  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Education  in  order  to  make 
this  $12  million  available,  or  similar  lan¬ 
guage  can  be  reinserted  in  conference 
between  the  House  and  Senate.  There¬ 
fore,  the  net  result  of  this  amendment, 
because  of  the  elimination  of  the  con¬ 
tingency  fund  language  on  the  point  of 
order  is  merely  the  reduction  of  $186,000 
which  was  conceded  by  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  [Mr.  Fogarty]. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  7.  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  UNEM¬ 
PLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Flynt]  and  reduces  the  item  on  page  8, 
line  24.  The  amendment  provides  for 
$25  million  to  cover  the  cost  of  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  to  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  during  fiscal  year  1958.  This  is 
a  reduction  of  $1,500,000  from  the  origi¬ 
nal  amount  included  in  the  bill,  and  is 
the  same  amount  carried  in  the  1957  ap-, 
propriation  for  this  item.  This  figure  of 
course  is  an  estimate  of  the  amount  that 
will  be  needed  to  make  unemployment 
compensation  payments  to  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  during  fiscal  year  1958.  It  is 
most  difficult  to  estimate  the  amount 
necessary  for  this  particular  item  and 
under  the  existing  authorization  passed 
by  the  Congress,  if  this  estimate  is  too 
low,  additional  funds  will  necessarily  be 
made  available  in  a  deficiency  appro¬ 
priation.  However,  there  is  no  foresee¬ 


able  reason  why  the  level  of  payments  to 
Federal  workers  in  1958  will  be  at  a 
higher  level  than  1957. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  8.  MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H. 
Carl  Andresen]  for  the  Mexican  farm 
labor  program  on  page  9,  line  15.  This 
amendment  provides  that  salaries  and 
expenses  for  the  Mexican  fann-labor 
program  will  be  established  at  $2,236,200 
for  fiscal  year  1958.  Upon  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment  the  Mexican  farm- 
labor  program  for  fiscal  year  1958  will 
provide  for  the  same  level  of  employment 
as  in  fiscal  year  1957.  The  current  em¬ 
ployment  level  for  the  Mexican  farm- 
labor  program  as  of  February  28.  1957, 
was  281  positions.  The  positions  allowed 
in  the  1957  budget  were  332.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  in  his  budget  requested  an  increase 
in  the  positions  allowed  for  1958  to  389. 
It  was  the  feeling  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  that  new  authorizing  legislation 
should  be  immediately  enacted  which 
would  provide  that  the  entire  cost  of 
this  particular  activity  of  recruiting,  su¬ 
pervising,  and  placing  the  Mexican 
farm-labor  employees  should  be  borne 
by  the  employers  through  a  revolving- 
fund  authorization.  This  amendment 
disallows  the  increase  in  positions  until 
such  a  time  as  this  authorizing  legisla¬ 
tion  is  enacted  by  the  Congress. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  9.  BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Murray],  page  11,  line  7.  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics.  This  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  addition  of  $327,000  to  cover 
the  mandatory  contributions  to  the  Re¬ 
tirement  Fund  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  and  eliminates  the  proposed 
expansion  of  present  studies  and  pro¬ 
grams  with  new  and  additional  em¬ 
ployees  in  fiscal  year  1958.  The  current 
employment  level  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  as  of  February  28.  1957  was 
986  employees.  The  number  of  positions 
allowed  in  the  1957  budget  was  1,001. 
The  number  of  positions  provided  in  the 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1958  was  1,024.  This 
amendment  would  not  allow  23  addi¬ 
tional  new  positions  in  this  Bureau  in 
fiscal  year  1958.  The  amount  of  money 
made  available  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  would  be  $7,124,000  for  fiscal 
year  1958  as  compared  with  $6,887,000 
for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  10.  WOMEN’S  BUREAU 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentlewoman  of  Georgia  [Mrs. 
Blitch]  and  amended  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen], 
page  11,  Une  12,  and  provides  for  an 
appropriation  of  $431,000  for  salaries  and 
expenses  in  the  Women’s  Bureau  for 
fiscal  year  1958.  This  amendment  would 
hold  the  employment  level  in  the  Wom¬ 
en’s  Bureau  at  the  same  level  as  this 
year.  The  appropriation  in  fiscal  year 
1957  to  the  Women’s  Bureau  was  $403,000 
and  this  bill,  with  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment,  wiU'  provide  for  $431,000 
for  fiscal  year  1958.  The  effect  of  this 
amendment  is  to  deny  four  new  posi¬ 
tions  in  the  Women’s  Bureau  for  fiscal 
year  1958.  The  original  amendment  as 


offered  by  Mrs.  Blitch  of  Georgia  would 
not  have  made  provision  for  an  increase 
of  $28,000  which  is  necessary  to  cover 
the  contributions  to  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Fund  and  would  have  main¬ 
tained  the  appropriation  at  the  $403,000 
appropriation  level  of  1957.  The  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [  Mr.  H.  Carl 
Andersen]  provided  for  this  necessary 
increase  over  the  1957  appropriation 
level. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  11.  WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Hebert],  page  11,  lines  23  and  24,  and 
provides  for  an  appropriation  of  $10,600,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  in  1958  for 
the  Wage  and  Hour  Division  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  This  amendment 
would  provide  for  an  appropriation  equal 
to  what  the  Division  will  spend  this  year, 
plus  an  additional  $600,000,  which  will  be 
sufficient  to  cover  all  mandatory  cost  in¬ 
creases  such  as  contributions  to  the  civil 
service  retirement  fund.  The  current 
employment  level  in  the  Wage  and  Hour 
Division  as  of  February  28,  1957,  was 
1,452.  The  positions  allowed  in  the  1957 
budget  provided  for  1,535  positions.  The 
employment  level  in  this  Division  was 
substantially  increased  in  the  1957  bud¬ 
get.  During  fiscal  year  1956  employment 
averaged  only  1,170  and  during  1955  it 
averaged  less  than  1,000,  to  be  exact, 
989.  This  amendment  certainly  cannot 
be  seriously  called  a  crippling  cut. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  12.  FOOD  AND  DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
JoNASt,  page  13,  line  7,  and  provides  for 
$7,973,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  in 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  for 
fiscal  year  1958.  This  amendment  in¬ 
creases  the  1957  appropi’iation  by  $1,194,- 
000.  Four  hundred  and  nineteen  thou¬ 
sand  dollars  of  this  will  be  used  to  cover 
mandatory  cost  increases  of  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  civil  service  retirement  fund 
and  the  extra  day’s  pay  in  fiscal  year 
1958,  leaving  an  increase  in  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  in  fiscal  year  1958,  as  compared  with 
fiscal  year  1957  of  $775,000  to.  be  used  for 
new  personnel  or  other  expenses  in  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration.  The 
employment  level  in  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  as  of  February  28,  1957, 
was  1,130  positions.  The  number  of 
permanent  positions  allowed  in  the  1957 
budget  was  1,184.  This  amendment  will 
allow  for  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
positions  in  1958.  In  this  agency  also  the 
1957  employment  is  substantially  above 
last  year.  In  fiscal  year  1956  this  average 
employment  was  1,031,  and  in  1955  it  was 
an  even  800. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  13.  OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Dorn],  page  15,  line  15,  and  provides  for 
$5,518,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  in 
the  Office  of  Education,  a  deci'ease  of 
$1,482,000  from  the  amount  originally 
provided  in  the  bill,  but  an  increase  over 
the  1957  appropriation  of  $248,000  which 
will  take  care  of  the  necessary  manda- 
toiw  increases  for  1958.  The  current 
employment  level  as  of  February  23, 
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1957,  in  the  Office  of  Education,  covered 
by  this  salary  and  expense  item  was  493. 
The  number  of  positions  allowed  in  the 

1957  budget  was  564.  The  original 
budget  estimate  included  an  increase  in 
positions  to  639.  As  pointed  out  in  the 
committee’s  report  on  page  12,  “Last 
year  an  increase  of  133  positions  was 
allowed  for  1957.  Less  than  half  of  the 
additional  positions  provided  for  1957 
had  been  filled  by  the  end  of  the  seventh 
month  of  the  fiscal  year.”  So  this 
amendment  will  still  allow  sufficient 
funds  for  a  very  substantial  increase  in 

1958  over  the  current  employment.  It 
is  also  interesting  to  note  that  while 
they  now  have  493  employees  and  more 
could  be  added  under  this  amendment, 
back  only  to  1956  they  had  an  average 
employment  of  417. 

AMENDMENT  NO  14.  PRESIDENT’S  COMMITTEE  ON 
HIGHER  EDUCATION 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
ShufordI,  page  19,  line  23  through  page 
20,  line  6,  and  deletes  the  total  appro¬ 
priation  made  available  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Committee  on  Education  beyond 
the  high  school  in  the  amount  of 
$200,000.  Under  the  language  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  which  was  stricken  by 
this  amendment,  this  $200,000  was  made 
available  for  expenditure  by  this  Com¬ 
mittee  up  to  December  31,  1957,  when 
the  Committee  would  have  to  disband 
under  the  original  language  of  the  bill. 
This  amendment  will  provide  that  no 
funds  will  be  available  after  June  30, 
1957.  The  Appropriations  Committee 
itself  refused  to  allow  any  funds  for  this 
activity  when  it  was  first  presented  last 
year,  and  the  members  on  the  majority 
side  of  the  Committee  have  repeatedly 
indicated  that  they  have  serious  reserva¬ 
tions  about  this  item,  in  fact,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fo¬ 
garty]  who  is  in  charge  of  the  bill  has 
indicated  that  he  would  not  even  ask 
for  a  separate  vote  on  this  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  15.  LOCAL  SEWER  AND  DISPOSAL 
GRANTS 

This  amendment  was  introduced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Fisher]  , 
pages  25,  lines  1  through  4,  and  provides 
that  no  appropriation  will  be  available 
for  fiscal  year  1958  for  grants  to  local 
municipalities  to  build  sewer  and  waste- 
treatment  projects.  This  amendment 
deletes  the  total  appropriation  of  $50 
million  which  was  authorized  last  year. 
During  the  past  few  weeks  my  office  has 
has  had  more  complaints  about  this  pro¬ 
gram  than  any  other  Federal  program 
operating  in  our  district.  Those  com¬ 
munities  which  were  denied  funds  are 
complaining  about  the  communities  to 
which  grants  were  made.  Those  com¬ 
munities  which  have  already  gone  ahead 
and  built  their  waste  treatment  and  sew¬ 
age  facilities  are  complaining  that  this 
program  is  not  retroactive  and  for  that 
reason  does  not  help  them.  The  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  communities  that  have  al¬ 
ready  gone  ahead  and  built  their  waste 
treatment  plants  is  that  they  lived  up 
to  their  duty  as  far  as  treating  their 
sewage  and  because  they  moved  forward 
they  are  penalized  and  cannot  receive 
any  Federal  aid.  In  the  last  2  weeks 
this  has  clearly  proved  to  me  that  the 


Federal  Government  has  no  business 
getting  into  this  program  on  this  $50 
million  basis.  Holding  out  this  amount 
of  Federal  bait  which  would  be  made 
available  in  this  appropriation  would 
merely  hold  up  and  delay  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  sewage-disposal  plants  in  many 
communities  that  will  wait  for  Federal 
funds  which  will  not  be  forthcoming  un¬ 
der  such  a  limited  program  for  years  and 
years.  It  would  have  been  for  better 
for  us  to  delete  these  funds  in  1958  and 
the  local  communities  would  then  move 
forward  on  the  necessary  programs  im¬ 
mediately. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  16.  INDIAN  HOSPITAL 
CONSTRUCTION 

This  amendment  on  page  27,  line  20, 
was  introduced  by  me.  It  is  just  a  tech¬ 
nical  amendment  to  remove  an  objection 
some  Members  have  to  the  language  pre¬ 
viously  carried  in  the  bill,  which  leaves 
to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  w’hether  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  or  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  administers 
the  program  for  construction  of  Indian 
hospitals.  My  amendment  clearly  places 
the  responsibility  for  making  this  deci¬ 
sion  with  the  SecretaiT  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  who,  under  basic 
legislation  is  charged  with  the  overall 
program  for  Indian  health. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  17.  BUREAU  OP  PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE 

This  amendment,  on  page  33,  line  2, 
was  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  I  Mr.  Budge]  and  reduces  salaries 
and  expenses  for  the  Bureau  of  Public 
-Assistance  from  $2  million  to  $1,900,000, 
a  reduction  of  $100,000.  This  provides 
in  full  for  the  personnel  this  Bureau  has 
now,  in  fact,  it  allows  for  all  mandatory 
cost  increases  and  over  $20,000  in  addi¬ 
tion.  The  amendment  merely  reduces 
the  increase  allowed  by  oi^r  committee 
for  personnel  to  administer  the  proposed 
new  training  program  for  public  welfare 
employees  in  the  States.  This  program 
was  rejected  by  the  House. 

The  committee  report  clearly  ear¬ 
marked  $100,000  for  administration  of 
a  program  that  has  since  been  rejected, 
therefore  there  is  no  contest  over  this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  18.  NATIONAL  LABOR  RELA¬ 
TIONS  BOARD 

This  amendment,  on  page  39,  line  17, 
was  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  SetdenI.  It  reduces  funds 
for  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Labor  Relations  Board  from  $9,- 
450,000  to  $9,384,800,  a  reduction  of  $65,- 
200.  The  amendment  would  provide  the 
same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for 
1957  plus  sufficient  funds  to  cover  the 
mandatory  contributions  to  the  civil- 
service  retirement  fund.  This  amend¬ 
ment  was  accepted  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  who 
has  charge  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  yesterday  dui'ing  the  debate  on  H.  R. 
6287.  the  distinguished  subcommittee 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  undei’took  to  de¬ 
scribe  the  “damage”  that  had  been  done 
in  reducing  the  committee  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  the  Bureau  of  Employment 


Security.  If  it  is  “damage”  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  to  endeavor 
to  institute  meritorious  economies  dur¬ 
ing  the  consideration  of  appropriation 
bills,  then  perhaps  we  all  stand  guilty 
as  charged.  Probably  we  will  be  equally 
as  guilty  when  we  vote  for  long  overdue 
tax  reduction  for  the  American  people 
made  possible  by  the  reductions  we  have 
made  in  scheduled  expenditures.  Sim¬ 
ilarly  we  will  be  responsible  for  “dam¬ 
age”  when  we  make  it  possible  to  devote 
some  of  the  budgetary  surplus  that  will 
result  from  these  Cut  expenditures  to 
debt  reduction.  In  short,  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman  accuses  us  of  “damage” 
w’hen  what  the  Congress  in  fact  is  doing 
is  making  a  bipartisan  effort  to  achieve 
fiscal  responsibility. 

While  we  may  be  depriving  the  bu¬ 
reaucrats  of  the  taxpayers’  dollars,  we 
need  not  necessarily  be  depriving  the 
American  citizens  of  any  essential  Gov¬ 
ernment  service. 

The  Members  of  the  House  may  recall 
that  during  the  debate  on  H.  R^,fi287  on 
April  3  I  included  as  part  of  my'^  remarks 
a  factual  explanation  as  to  the  true  ef¬ 
fect  of  an  amendment  that  was  adopted 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Whole  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity.  My  remarks  on  that  subject  ap¬ 
pear  on  page  4490  of  the  Record  and 
were  addressed  to  a  cut  of  slightly  in 
excess  of  $12  million.  In  essence,  I  ex¬ 
plained  that  the  amount  remaining  in 
the  appropriation  was  sufficient  so  that 
the  Labor  Department  would  not  re¬ 
quired  to  impair  any  of  the  seiwices  that 
are  presently  available  with  respect  to 
the  payment  of  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  benefits. 

Subsequent  to  my  remarks  on  that  sub¬ 
ject  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
then  addressed  himself  to  an  amendment 
that  reduced  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  funds  by  $442,000.  So  that  the 
record  may  be  clear  with  respect  to  this 
economy  effort,  let  me  point  out  that  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  is  in  no 
way  responsible  for  supervising  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  tax  collections.  Let 
me  point  out  that  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance  benefit  payments  are  made  by  the 
States.  Let  me  point  out  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health.  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  not  the  Labor  Department,  is 
the  executive  department  primarily  re¬ 
sponsible  for  vocational  rehabilitation  of 
both  our  aged  and  our  physically  handi¬ 
capped. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  action  taken  by  the 
Congress  with  respect  to  this  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity  is  irrefutably  a  meritorious  economy 
measure  that  will  mean  less  waste  of  the 
taxpayers’  dollars  without  impairment 
of  any  essential  Government  service  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  welfare  of  our  American 
citizens,  whether  such  citizens  be  em¬ 
ployed  or  unemployed,  handicapped  or  in 
good  health,  aged  or  young. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  although 
I  have  consistently  voted  in  17  instances 
today  for  the  reduction  of  budgetaiT 
items  presented  the  House,  I  did  not 
support  the  proposal  to  eliminate  com¬ 
pletely  the  authority  of  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
expend,  as  approved  by  the  84th  Con- 
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gress,  the  sum  of  $50  million  in  grants  to 
the  States  for  use  in  water  pollution  pre¬ 
vention  programs.  I  did  not  support  this 
100  percent  cut  in  appropriation  on  the 
basis  that  Public  Law  660  set  up  this 
comprehensive  program  of  assistance 
and  that  many  States  and  communities 
have  already  expended  considerable 
sums  and  in  many  instances  have  issued 
bonds  after  devotion  of  a  great  deal  of 
time  and  research  on  urgently  needed 
facilities.  They  have  placed  reliance  in 
this  congressional  action  of  1956  and  we 
should  meet  our  implied  commitments. 
I  am  frank  to  say,  understanding  the 
need  for  economy  today,  that  I  would 
have  supported  a  reasonable  reduction 
in  the  amount  proposed  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  I  do  not  believe  the  program,  once 
approved,  should  be  wholly  eliminated 
by  action  taken  on  an  appropriation  bill 
solely  on  an  arbitrary  basis  as  proposed 
in  the  amendment  presented  to  the 
House.  The  effect  would  have  been  that 
of  a  complete  repeal  of  the  substantive 
law  itself  by  100  percent  elimination  of 
the  item. 

This  is  a  most  important  matter  to  the 
State  of  Florida.  To  date  the  Florida 
State  Board  of  Health  has  received  39 
applications  with  a  total  of  $57.4  million, 
total  cost  of  which  $21.5  million  would  be 
eligible  under  Public  Law  660.  Of  that 
portion  being  eligible,  if  sufiBcient  funds 
were  appropriated  by  Congress,  it  would 
I’equire  $5.2  million  to  allocate  the  30 
percent  which  points  up  the  fact  that 
Public  Law  660  was  a  good  bill  and  does 
provide  the  necessary  incentive  which 


was  the  primary  purpose  of  the  program 
when  it  was  enacted  in  the  Congress  last 
year,  our  country  being  billions  behind 
in  needed  sewage  plant  construction  and 
water  pollution  control- 

To  demonstrate  to  the  House  the  ad¬ 
vanced  stages  of  this  planning  and  pro¬ 
gramming  in  my  State  I  would  present 
at  this  time  a  list  of  applications  and 
their  rating  as  prepared  for  priority  rec¬ 
ommendation  by  the  Florida  State  Board 
of  Health. 

The  United  States  Public  Health 
Service  has  allocated  $910,000  to  the 
State  of  Florida  for  the  fiscal  year  1956- 
57.  The  first  cutoff  date  for  applica¬ 
tions  for  grants  from  funds  allocated  for 
1956-57  was  set  at  January  15,  1957.  At 
that  time,  38  applications  had  been  re¬ 
ceived  and  the  ratings  have  been  deter¬ 
mined.  Table  H  lists  the  appli¬ 
cants  in  order  of  their  receipt  showing 
the  amount  of  grant  requested,  the  iden¬ 
tifying  project  number  and  points 
awarded  under  the  above  described  sys¬ 
tem.  Actual  priority  has  been  assigned 
only  to  the  top  15  projects.  These  are 
shown  in  order  of  priority  in  table  I. 
Note,  however,  that  final  decision  on  the 
propriety  of  grants  and  on  the  amount  of 
grant  to  be  awarded  rests  with  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service.  It 
is  quite  possible  that  an  applicant  with  a 
high  priority  will  be  ruled  ineligible  for 
all  or  some  part  of  the  funds  requested 
and  these  funds  will  then  be  available  for 
other  applicants. 

Public  Law  No.  660  authorizes  grants 
each  year  for  10  years.  Provided  Con¬ 


gress  appropriates  necessary  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1957-58,  a  new  cutoff  date 
will  be  set  shortly  after  July  1,  1957. 
All  previous  applicants  who  have  not  re¬ 
ceived  grants  will  be  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  renew  their  application  and  a 
new  priority  table  will  be  prepared  in¬ 
cluding  not  only  those  that  have  already 
applied  but  also  any  new  applications  re¬ 
ceived  prior  to  the  cutoff  date.  It  is 
obvious,  however,  that  at  the  present 
rate  of  growth  there  probably  will  never 
be  sufficient  funds  to  give  grants  to  ail 
deserving  applicants  and  there  is  every 
indication  that  construction  costs  will 
continue  to  rise.  Accordingly,  evei*y 
possible  effort  should  be  made  to  proceed 
with  needed  sewerage  improvement  proj  - 
ects  without  delay  regardless  of  the  pos¬ 
sible  nonavailability  of  grant  funds. 


Table  No.  I. — Approved  under  priority  rec¬ 
ommendations  (in  order  of  priority) 
1956-57 


Applicant 

Priority 

points 

Grant 

requested 

Cumu¬ 

lative 

subtotal 

Waucliula _ .... 

30 

$1.55, 100. 00 

Wildwood- . . 

2'1 

27, 000. 00 

$182,  lOO 

Apalachicola _ 

26 

75,  764,  00 

257, 864 

Nar-lcs.  _  _ _ 

21 

80,  416.  20 

344,  280 

Brlievicw _ 

24 

40.  387.  27 

384,  667 

Callahan  _  _  . . 

2J 

40,  425.  00 

425,  092 

Cocoa  Beach _ 

23 

97,  .500.  00 

522,  592 

Belle  Glade . . 

23 

227,  351.78 

719,  913 

I'Vnn  Haven _ 

22 

127,  ISO.  18 

867,  123 

Okeechobee _ 

22 

105,  785.  04 

972,  90S 

Inverness.  . . . 

22 

63, 167.  00 

1,  a36,  375 

Long  Key _ 

22 

250,  000. 00 

1,  286,  375 

Arcadia.-  . . . 

21 

73,  437.  00 

1,359,  812 

New  Smyrna  Beach _ 

21 

1.54,732.28 

1,  514,  .511 

DcFuniak  Springs _ 

21 

108,  000. 00 

1,  622,  544 

Table  No.  II. —  Total  list  of  applications  for  Public  Law  660  grants  to  date 


Median 

Public 

Rating  points 

Applicant 

Total  cost  of 
project 

De.sirn 

population 

Per  capita 
cost 

family 

income 

health 

necessity 

paragraph 

Public 

health 

necessity 

Median 

income 

Per  capita 
cost 

Total 

$288, 054.  00 
342,616.80 
325,  000.  00 
211,557.00 

5,350 

$54.00 

$1,637 

4 

14 

5 

5 

24 

3,000 

114.00 

1,269 

5 

12 

5 

5 

22 

2,000 

163.00 

1,  724 

4 

14 

4 

5 

23 

3,000 

70.00 

1,  380 

5 

12 

5 

5 

22 

1,  859,  079.  51 
517,000.00 

34,000 

54.  50 

1,690 

6 

10 

4 

5 

19 

10,000 

51.  70 

1,639 

1 

20 

5 

5 

30 

937,  314.  23 

18,000 

52.00 

1,990 

4 

14 

3 

5 

22 

134,  625.  96 

2,  000 

67.  ,50 

1,443 

4 

14 

5 

5 

24 

566,  400.  00 

45,  200 

12.50 

2,023 

4 

14 

3 

1 

18 

757,  838. 00 

18,000 

42.  00 

1,387 

4 

14 

5 

4 

23 

-570,  500.  00 

48,000 

11.85 

2,035 

6 

10 

3 

1 

14 

103,  397.  00 
865, 000.  00 

4, 000 

26.  00 

2, 1,54 

9 

7 

2 

2 

11 

17,000 

,51.00 

2,500 

4 

14 

1 

5 

20 

2,281,000.00 

80,  000 

28.50 

2, 164 

4 

14 

2 

2 

18 

302,  414.  76 

5,  OOO 

60.50 

2,306 

4 

14 

1 

5 

20 

723,  600.  00 

60,000 

12.00 

2,002 

5 

12 

3 

1 

16 

486,  000.  00 

12,  000 

40.  50 

2, 138 

4 

14 

2 

4 

20 

2,  200,  000.  00 
192,  400.  00 
134,  750. 00 

30,000 

73.50 

1,  918 

5 

12 

3 

6 

20 

7,704 

25.  00 

2,306 

4 

14 

1 

2 

17 

1,  750 

77.  25 

1,632 

4 

14 

5 

5 

24 

185,  288.  00 

3,000 

62.00 

1,  238 

7 

8 

5 

5 

18 

897,  000.  00 

20,  400 

44.00 

2,409 

4 

14 

1 

4 

19 

515,744.28 

13,000 

39.  ,50 

2,077 

3 

16 

2 

3 

21 

754,  897.  69 

35,500 

21.30 

2,345 

6 

10 

1 

2 

13 

18 

2(i 

21 

18 

21 

19 

730, 000.  00 

12,000 

61.00 

1,957 

6 

10 

3 

5 

252,  548.  00 

4,000 

63.00 

1,271 

3 

16 

5 

5 

360, 000.  00 

5,000 

72.00 

1,784 

5 

12 

4 

5 

1,  283,  200.  00 

30,  000 

42.50 

2,513 

4 

14 

1 

3 

244,  791.00 

'6, 000 
6,000 

40.  75 

1,  578 

5 

12 

5 

4 

Eau  Gallic - - - - 

351,  665.  00 
3,  980,  OOO.  00 
423,  933.  93 

58.50 

1,  724 
2,730 
2,005 

6 

4 

10 

14 

4 

1 

5 

Opa  Locka - - - 

10, 900 

38.80 

3 

16 

3 

3 

22 

17 

14 

20 

610,  000.  00 

25,000 

24.  40 

1,883 

5 

12 

3 

2 

178,915.00 

5,000 

35.80 

2,  306 

6 

10 

1 

3 

New  Port  Richey - - - - 

298,  000.  00 
1,  625,  000.  00 
90,  000.  00 

5,000 

69.  60 

1,  570 
3,  239 

6 

4 

10 

14 

5 

1 

5 

Hialeah - - - - - 

1,500 

60.00 

L446 

2 

18 

5 

6 

28 

334,000.00 

30,000 

11. 10 

1,  496 

6 

10 

5 
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Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  fun¬ 
damentally  opposed  to  amendments 
which  would  stop  much  of  the  progress 
that  is  being  made  against  those  dis¬ 
eases  that  tragically  and  unnecessarily 
kill  and  cripple  far  too  many  Americans 
today.  These  appropriations  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health  are  an  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  future  which  we  cannot  af¬ 
ford  not  to  make.  We  must  support 
medical  research  now  if  we  are  to  expect 
better  health  and  longer  life  tomorrow. 

Although  I  am  concerned  with  all  dis¬ 
eases,  I  would  like  to  direct  my  remarks 
to  the  problem  of  cancer. 

Many  times  I  have  heard  people  scoff 
at  what  they  call  the  lack  of  progress  in 
cancer.  They  say  we  have  spent  millions 
of  dollars  and  still  do  not  know  what 
causes  cancer  or  how  it  can  be  pre¬ 
vented  or  cured. 

I  am  sure  evei*y  one  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  would  agree — and  I  thank 
God  this  is  true — that  the  American  way 
is  to  redouble  our  efforts  in  the  face  of 
delay  and  disappointment,  rather  than 
to  quit  because  a  problem  is  difficult  to 
resolve.  What  many  people  do  not 
know,  however,  is  that  tremendous  prog¬ 
ress  has  been  made.  True,  scientists 
do  not  know  the  cause  of  cancer — cancer 
cannot  be  prevented  as  such — and  much 
cancer  cannot  be  effectively  treated, 
particularly  if  it  is  discovered  late. 

But  I  call  to  your  attention  some  dra¬ 
matic  facts  which  were  highlighted  in 
this  week’s  Parade  magazine,  in  an  ar¬ 
ticle  by  Robert  Goldman.  The  article 
points  out  that  the  knowledge  is  avail¬ 
able  to  prevent  75,000  of  the  242,000 
deaths  from  cancer  in  this  country  this 
year.  The  studies  report  that  7  out  of  10 
patients  with  cancer  of  6  major  sites  can 
be  cured  with  early  detection  and  prompt 
treatment.  It  reports  that  there  can  be 
a  100  percent  cure  rate  in  cancer  of  the 
cervix,  a  form  of  the  disease  now  fatal 
to  about  13,000 'women  in  this  country 
each  year. 

Pacts  such  as  these  prove,  it  seems  to 
me,  that  the  action  we  take  on  these  ap¬ 
propriations  today  is  of  vital  conse¬ 
quence  not  just  to  scientists  and  scien¬ 
tific  institutions,  but  to  the  people — who 
have  every  reason  to  expect  their  elected 
representatives  to  know  their  interests 
and  to  act  affirmatively  on  their  behalf. 

I  can  think  of  few  more  shortsighted 
acts  that  could  be  committed  by  the 
Congress  than  to  cut  back  on  funds  for 
cancer  research  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said  on  this  floor  a 
few  days  ago  that,  I  was  glad  to  know 
that  no  amendment  would  be, offered  to 
this  bill  to  reduce  the  amounts  re¬ 
quested  in  this  bill  for  research  into  the 
cause  and  cure  of  human  dread  diseases 
such  as  cancer,  heart,  mental,  and  so 
forth,  and  none  can  now  be  offered  since 
there  is  no  further  opportunity  to  amend 
the  bill  in  the  House. 

H.  R.  6287  FAIJSE  ECONOMY 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
economy  and  there  is  false  economy;  the 
first  promotes  efficiency,  the  latter  crip¬ 
ples  and  frustrates  evei-y  legitimate  ef¬ 
fort  to  achieve  real  efficiency.  I  am  fear¬ 
ful  that  in  our  understandable  zeal  to 
economize  on  this  measure  we  have  over¬ 
stepped  the  bounds  and  taken  action 


which  in  ultimate  effect  is  not  only  rela¬ 
tively  insignificant  savings,  but  actually 
cripples  the  efficient  operation  of  the 
several  Federal  agencies  involved. 

First,  I  would  allude  to  the  fact  that 
before  this  bill  ever  came  to  the  floor  of 
the  House,  the  able  committee  had  al¬ 
ready  cut  over  $118  million  from  the 
budget  requests  submitted  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  This  represented  a  cut  of  about 
4  percent  in  the  total  sought  to  be  appro¬ 
priated.  The  House  has  now  cut  in  an 
indiscriminate  and  hasty  manner  with¬ 
out,  it  seems  to  me,  that  full  study  and 
deliberation  which  I  believe  should  ac¬ 
company  such  drastic  action,  about  an¬ 
other  $68  million  or  something  over  2 
percent.  Therefore  the  total  cut  in  the 
committee  and  the  House  is  about  6  per¬ 
cent. 

Now  some  will  say  that  this  is  a  mod¬ 
erate  cut,  and  I  will  not  deny  that  in 
round  figures  it  does  not  amount  to  very 
much  of  the  total  sums  appropriated. 
But  I  submit  that  it  is  not  the  amount: 
it  is  the  operation  affected  and  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  impairment  and  crippling  of 
the  operation  that  should  be  of  great 
concern  to  us.  Two  billion  dollars  might 
not  be  a  prohibitive  cut  in  the  foreign 
aid  programs,  but  $200,000  or  even 
$30,000  might  well  be  a  crippling  cut  in 
its  effect  upon  the  veteran,  the  worker, 
the  social-security  beneficiary  or  the 
public  health  recipient. 

And  that  is  just  what  has  happened 
here.  We  have  saved  a  few  million  dol¬ 
lars,  but  we  have  jeopardized  some  very 
essential  services  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  The  other  body  will  duly  note  our 
precipitate  action  and  move  to  correct  it 
no  doubt.  It  will  be  for  the  American 
people  to  assess  whether  we  have  acted 
prudently  to  promote  efficiency,  or  have 
allowed  hasty,  undiscriminating  consid¬ 
erations  to  dominate  our  action. 

Some  of  the  items  cut  are  really  pica¬ 
yune,  like  the  $30,000  cut  in  the  anti¬ 
communist  work  in  the  international 
labor  field  which  holds  such  promise  of 
effective  action  in  curbing  the  migration 
and  the  activities  of  Communist-affili¬ 
ated  labor  in  other  parts  of  the  world 
that  could  be  so  dangerous  to  our  own 
labor  movement  if  it  were  through  in¬ 
advertence  and  neglect  to  gain  a  foot¬ 
hold  in  this  Nation.  Thirty  thousand 
dollars  seems  a  small  sum  indeed  to  pay 
for  this  kind  of  cooperative  intelligence 
service. 

Crippling  the  Solicitor’s  Office  of  the 
Labor  Department  where  the  workload 
is  steadily  increasing  and  the  duties  so 
meaningful  to  management  and  labor 
alike  is  not  the  kind  of  economy  I  desire 
to  approve.  It  is  false  economy. 

Cutting  the  funds  to  aid  the  physically 
handicapped  and  curtailment  of  vital 
programs  for  the  veteran  is  absolutely 
unjustified  by  any  standard  I  can  accept. 

Impairing  current  programs  for  cop¬ 
ing  with  unemployment  and  chronic  un¬ 
employment  areas  and  the  placing  of 
the  handicapped  with  joint  State  co¬ 
operation  is  ,  another  plainly  question¬ 
able  measure  which  is  not  economy  in 
any  sense  of  the  word.  It  will  ■  have 
baneful  results  unless  modified  in  the 
other  body. 

Another  very  ill-advised  cut  relates  to 
the  operation  of  the  Consumer  Price  In- 
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dex  upon  which  the  wages  and  liveli¬ 
hood  of  more  than  4  million  American 
workers  depends  in  that  their  pay  scales 
are  geared  to  this  important  statistical 
manual  whose  accuracy  at  all  times 
should  be  unquestioned  and  cannot  op¬ 
erate  properly  and  efficiently  with  re¬ 
duced  funds. 

And  similarly  unwise,  unsound  cuts 
were  made  in  the  Wage  and  Hour  Divi¬ 
sion,  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
which  polices  the  purity  of  the  food  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  American  people,  the  modest 
appropriation  for  mentally  retarded 
children,  for  anti-water  pollution  work 
in  conjunction  with  the  local  communi¬ 
ties,  a  work  of  such  great  importance  to 
the  public  health  of  the  Nation.  This 
latter  cut  of  the  entire  appropriation,  if 
finally  sustained,  would  completely 
nullify  previous  action  of  the  Congress  in 
authorizing  this  clearly  vital  public 
health  protection  work. 

When  the  time  comes  I  expect  to  rec¬ 
ord  my  interest  in  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency  in  Government  in  ways  that  will 
be  unmistakable  and  definite.  I  have 
already  marked  out  broadly  in  my  mind 
after  careful  study  the  specific  areas 
where  I  propose  to  vote  to  cut  the  budget. 
In  their  entirety  these  cuts  which  I 
intend  to  support  would  in  the  aggregate 
comprise  such  huge  sums  that  they 
would,  if  adopted  by  Congress  warrant 
and  make  possible  substantial  tax  cuts 
for  the  American  people. 

Meanwhile  I  do  not  propose  to  be 
swept  off  my  feet  by  hysterical  pleas 
and  appeals  for  undiscriminating,  fre¬ 
quently  picayune  and  parsimonious  cuts 
that  would ,  hamper,  impair,  or  even 
terminate  essential  services  of  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  people,  to  business,  to  the 
veteran,  to  social  beneficiaries,  to  many 
other  worthy  and  deserving  groups  and 
for  many  worthwhile  socially  and  eco¬ 
nomically  indispensable  purposes. 

Economy  is  important.  But  it  must 
be  pursued  constructively  and  fairly  and 
justly. 

I  am  in  agreement  with  the  President 
that  we  should  maintain  unimpaired 
many  essential  programs,  this  in  the 
interest  of  an  ordered,  forward-moving 
economy,  the  social  welfare  of  America 
and  the  defense  of  our  shores  and  our 
system  of  Government. 

We  are  living  in  the  most  advanced 
and  prosperous  era  in  all  history.  We 
have  reached  a  level  of  plenty  and  abun¬ 
dance  never  before  approached  by  man. 
These  high  standards  are  not  for  special 
classes  alone.  They  are,  in  general,  for 
the  enjoyment  of  all  Americans  who  are 
willing  to  work  and  be  worthy  of  them. 

At  this  time  of  peril,  uncertainty  and 
doubt  it  is  not  for  this  Congress  to  foster 
policies  that  will  mark  a  way  of  retro¬ 
gression.  Our  national  direction  must 
ever  be  forward.  And  we  must  assume — 
all  of  us — public  servants  and  people 
alike — the  burdens  of  responsibility  and 
obligation  which  are  our  privilege,  to  up¬ 
hold,  protect  and  advance  this  great 
Nation,  not  in  the  spirit  and  grudging 
manner  of  penury,  but  with  the  vision, 
breath  and  completeness  necessary  to 
achieve  our  destiny. 

In  this  quest  for  stability  with  progress 
we  can  no  more  ignore  the  old  values 
than  we  can  overlook  the  new. 
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To  find  the  balance  between  prudence 
and  need  in  a  dynamic  economy  is  a 
challenge  to  be  sure. 

But  we  can  face  and  solve  it  best  by 
striking  out  courageously  for  the  new 
horizons  while  never  losing  sight  of  the 
old  ones. 

Economy  without  purpose  is  meaning¬ 
less;  and  economy  without  regard  for 
demonstrable  national  needs  is  a  shock¬ 
ing  and  an  empty  misnomer. 


'  CORRECTION  OP  RECORD 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  re¬ 
marks  appearing  in  yesterday’s  Record 
'  contain  a  serious  error.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  reprint  those  re¬ 
marks  with  corrections. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ROGRAM  FOR  THE  BALANCE  OF 
E  WEEK  AND  FOR  NEXT  WEEK 


MARTIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  MAilTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  to  inquire  about  the  program  for 
the  rest  of  t^  evening,  for  tomorrow, 
and  for  next  w^k. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  happy  to  give  the  information  to  the 
gentleman.  The  nejhy order  of  business 
today  is  the  District  of\?olumbia  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  If  that  bm  passes  today, 
as  I  hope  it  will,  the  Hous^^ll  meet  to¬ 
morrow,  but  there  will  be  no.legislative 
business.  .  \ 

The  program  for  next  week,  is  as 
fellows:  ^ 

On  Monday  there  are  several  billsvgut 
of  the  Committee  on  the  District  of 
lumbia : 

H.  R.  192,  Board  of  Eudeation  members 
may  be  removed  for  cause. 

H.  R.  3400,  full  and  fair  disclosure  of 
character  of  charitable,  benevolent, 
patriotic,  or  other  solicitations  in  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

H.  R.  6508,  provides  for  a  uniform  suc¬ 
cess  of  real  and  personal  property  in  case 
of  intestacy. 

H.  R.  5893,  taxes  on  vehicles  used  for 
drivers  training. 

H.  R.  3486,  Uniform  Simultaneous 
Death  Act. 

H.  R.  4874,  exempt  certain  property, 
Columbia  Historical  Society. 

H.  R.  2018,  sale  of  gun  mountings  and 
carriages. 

H.  R.  4840,  incorporate  Metropolitan 
Police  Relief  Association. 

H.  R.  6306,  Fourteenth  Street  Potomac 
River  Bridge. 

After  that,  the  next  bill  in  orde; 
would  be  H.  R.  6500,  District  of  Columbia 
appropriation  bill  for  1958. 

After  that,  the  next  bill  in  .brder 
would  be  the  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Commerce  an^  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ^8.  That 
will  continue  until  disposecL'of. 

Following  that  there  will  be  H.  R. 
4136,  to  extend  the  Expovt-Import  Bank 
Act.  / 

For  Thursday  an^^  the  rest  of  the 
week : 

H.  R.  2146,  Small/Reclamation  Projects 
Act  of  1956. 

Following  tlyt,  H.  R.  5538,  military 
public  lands  withdrawals. 

The  Comnuttee  on  Rules  is  meeting 
on  Monda^o  consider  several  rules.  If 
they  report  out  any  rules,  some  of  those 
bills  m^ be  brought  up  next  week,  and 
I  shalFannounce  them  just  as  soon  as 
I  po^bly  can  to  the  membership  of  the 
House. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  6500)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  other  activities  charge¬ 
able  in  whole  or  in  part  against  the  reve¬ 
nues  of  said  District  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses:  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  thereon  be  limited  to  not 
to  exceed  one-half  hour,  one-half  of  the- 
time  to  be  controlled  by  the  gentlemaii 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Wilson]  and  ttie 
other  half  by  me.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemaii  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
peaker,  to  consider  a  bill  ai^  important 
ak.this  in  only  half  an  hdur  is  an  ab- 
-’—ty.  I  object.  / 

MoRABAUT.  How  rfiuch  time  would 
the  ge^eman  suggest^ 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  would 
suggest  w^ave  enough  time  to  consider 
the  bill.  \ 

Mr.  RABAtte  How  much  time  does 
the  gentleman  wish? 

Mr.  O’HAR'A  oL'Minnesota.  An  hour 
on  each  side.  \ 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr^Speaker,  I  modify 
my  request  and  ask  un^imous  consent 
that  general  debate  contusue  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  an  hour.  \ 

T-he  SPEAKER.  Is  there  Section  to 
that?  \ 

/  Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  'That  will 
"Uie  30  minutes  on  each  side? 

Mr.  SPEAKER.  That  is  correctS. 
Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  obje^ 
to  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  ^ 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  then  I 
again  modify  my  request  and  ask  un¬ 
animous  consent  that  general  debate 
continue  for  not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be 
evenly  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  and  me. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

*  Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6500,  with 
Mr.  Price  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  desire. 


Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  before  us  the^ 
District  of  Columbia  appropriation  bill 
making  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958.  In  summary,  the  bill  rec¬ 
ommends  an  appropriation  of  $192,530.- 
300  of  which  $35,449,000  is  for  capital 
outlay.  The  recommendations  before 
you  represent  a  reduction  of  .$14,719,600 
in  the  budget  estimates  and,  most  im¬ 
portant,  a  reduction  of  $5^723,079  below 
the  195'7  appropriations.,- 

For  operating  expenses  the  committee 
has  approved  $157,081,300,  a  reduction 
of  $2,317,800  in  the'  budget  estimates, 
but  an  increase  of/ $6,937,950  above  the 
1957  funds.  I  want  to  point  out 

here  that  the  /increase  is  $41,400  less 
than  the  amount  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  mandatory  items  and  these  are 
items  such  as  contribution  to  the  civil 
service  retirement  fund,  $1,838,000;  in- 
creased/workload,  $1,839,000;  increased 
Federal  obligations  such  as  St.  Eliza¬ 
beths  Hospital  and  contribution  for  op- 
era,ting  of  the  courts,  $1,411,300;  and 
staffing  of  new  construction  for  which 
we  have  been  appropriating  the  past 
several  years  amounts  to  $1,062,000. 

For  capital  outlay  purposes,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $35,449,000,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $12,401,800  in  the  budget  es¬ 
timates  and  $12,661,029  below  1957  ap¬ 
propriations.  The  Commissioners  vol¬ 
unteered  a  reduction  of  $7,821,000  in  the 
highway  construction  program  which 
the  committee  accepted  without  any  hes¬ 
itation.  In  addition,  the  committee  de¬ 
leted  a  number  of  items  that  could  be 
called  deferrals  as  testimony  presented 
to  the  committee  indicated  that  funds 
for  equipment  would  not  be  needed  for  at 
least  another  year  due  to  delays  in  the 
construction  of  various  projects;  in 
other  cases,  the  committee  has  allowed 
funds  for  plans  and  specifications  for 
various  projects  but  has  denied  the  con¬ 
struction  funds  as  they  would  not  be 
needed  until  the  last  month  or  two  of 
the  fiscal  year.  A  delay  of  only  a  month 
or  two  should  not  hamper  the  program 
in  any  way.  The  largest  reduction  in 
the  capital  outlay  program  was  the  de¬ 
letion  of  $904,000  for  a  new  combination 
repair  shop  and  fire  station  in  the  south¬ 
west  redevelopment  area.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  deleted  the  item  as  progress  of 
redevelopment  of  the  area  is  proceeding 
so  slowly  that  if  we  were  to  improve  the 
jtem,  it  could  be  the  first  new  building 
^  the  area. 

Another  item  of  interest  in  the  bill  is 
the  ^quest  of  the  public  schools.  The 
comumtee  has  provided  for  75  additional 
element^jw  schoolteachers  just  to  han¬ 
dle  the  ^creased  population  in  the 
schools.  Iff^ddition,  the  committee  has 
allowed  68  el'^entary  schoolteachers  to 
enable  the  school  system  to  take  a 
further  step  towai^d  reducing  the  pupil- 
teacher  ratio  to  its^goal  of  30  to  1. 

Another  item  that\eems  to  have  the 
attention  of  the  local  \press  is  our  re¬ 
duction  of  $101,000  in  the  estimates  for 
the  police  department,  ^l^e  commit¬ 
tee  wishes  to  express  its  ^mmenda- 
tion  of  the  work  of  the  department  but 
points  out  that  the  Congress  author¬ 
ized  last  year  a  force  of  2,500  menl  The 
department  has  been  doing  some  \ery 
intensive  recruiting  since  then  but 
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b^n  only  able  to  increase  the  force  by 
a  rrt(t  figure  of  35  men.  The  committee 
wishes  to  emphasize  that  it  will  provide 
funds^r  the  force  as  it  approaches  its 
authoriz^  strength.  In  fact,  it  has  pro¬ 
vided  fun^s  for  approximately  2,400 
man-years  bf  employment  which  is  139 
man-years  oVer  and  above  the  present 
strength  of  the  force.  These  extra 
funds  are  used  f^the  pay  of  officers  who 
are  voluntarily  as^ned  to  work  on  their 
days  off.  This  pr^edm’e  has  enabled 
the  department  to  clecrease  the  crime 
rate  here  in  the  District  while  the  crime 
rate  has  been  increasing,  in  the  rest  of 
the  United  States.  s. 

For  the  Department  of  Phblic  Health, 
the  committee  has,  in  effect,  approved 
the  budget  program.  Our  att^tion  was 
directed  to  the  needs  of  the  lodal  hos¬ 
pitals  participating  in  the  program  of 
medical  care  for  the  indigent  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  District.  To  help  alleviate 
the  financial  loss  to  the  participatirtg 
hospitals,  the  committee  applied  $400,00d'\ 
of  its  original  reduction  of  the  estimates 
to  this  item  and  has  increased  the  in¬ 
patient  care  and  outpatient  clinic  visit 
limitation  from  $14  to  $16  and  $2.40  to 
$3,  respectively. 

As  you  no  doubt  know  the  committee 
had  an  investigation  made  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Public  Health.  The  report 
was  so  shocking  that  we  decided  to  have 
it  incorporated  in  the  printed  hearings 
on  the  bill.  One  of  the  items  revealed 
in  the  report  was  the  fact  that  a  pro¬ 
posed  extension  of  Massachusetts  Ave¬ 
nue  would  run  through  the  hospital 
grounds.  This  proposed  extension  was 
authorized  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropriation  bill  for  1918  and  has  ham¬ 
pered  the  construction  program  at  the 
hospital  since  that  time.  It  seems  to  be 
good  commonsense  to  repeal  this  pro¬ 
hibition  and  I  intend  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  later  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

One  other  item  of  appropriation  that 
may  be  of  interest  is  the  Federal  pay¬ 
ment.  The  budget  estimate  for  this  item 
was  $23  million.  The  committee  has  re¬ 
duced  this  estimate  $3  million,  making 
the  Federal  payment  to  the  District  $20 
million.  This  is  the  same  amount  as 
was  appropriated  last  year  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  could  not  find  any  justification 
for  recommending  an  appropriation  of 
Federal  funds  to  create  a  surplus  in  the 
District  treasury. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  dhair- 
man,  I  make  the  point  of  ordei/that  a 
quorum  is  not  present.  / 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.!  /Fifty  Mem¬ 
bers  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  xiow  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Xiommittee  rose  and 
the  Speaker  havjiig  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price,  Chapman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  rfouse  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  hadomder  consideration  the  bill 
<H.  R.  6^0),  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropriation  bill,  1958,  had  come  to  no 
resoluUon  thereon. 


April  ^ 


ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
desire  to  make  an  announcement.  The 
District  of  Columbia  Appropriation  bill 
will  come  up  for  consideration  on  tomor¬ 
row.  There  is  an  agreement  between 
the  leadership  on  both  sides  that  if  there 
should  be  any  rollcalls  demanded  in 
connection  with  this  bill  the  rollcalls 
will  be  postponed  until  Monday. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  I  regret 
very  much  this  has  happened.  I  have 
not  in  17  years  that  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body  asked  the  indulgence  of 
the  House  because  of  any  appointments 
I  may  have  had.  But  I  have  a  4  o’clock 
appointment  tomorrow  to  speak  before 
the  Indiana  Chamber  of  Commerce  at  its 
State  Convention  being  held  at  French 
Lick  Springs.  One  of  my  constituents. 
Glenn  Thompson,  is  president  of  that 
tn-ganization  and  he  asked  me  to  come 
bKck  to  make  this  speech.  If  the  Dis- 
tri^  of  Columbia  appropriation  bill  is- 
taken  up  tomorrow,  being  the  ranking 
memb'fer  and  being  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  the  past,  I  have  to  be  h'ere. 
I  have  aliWdy  sent  out  my  press  releases. 

I  hate  to  ^,k  that  consideration 'of  this 
bill  go  over\and,  as  I  said,  ifi  my  17 
years  as  a  M^ber  of  this,  body  I  have 
never  asked  a^vor  of  this  House  for 
personal  considerations.  ,/ 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts^pp'reciates  the  po¬ 
sition  the  gentleman  nmm  Indiana  is  in. 
It  was  hoped  by  the  le^ership  that  we 
could  dispose  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropriation  bill  tonight/^  recognizing 
the  situation  that  exists.  \ 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speakei^  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  \ 

Mr.  McCt>RMACK.  I  will  ^  very 
happy  tp.yield  to  the  gentlemaii.,\ 

Mr.  TABER.  I  hardly  believe  thaVwe 
should 'take  up  the  Commerce  DepaiS 
menf  bill  before  Tuesday.  It  seems  td,, 
me  'ihat  it  ought  to  lay  over  a  couple  of 
days.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  could 
/take  care  of  this  bill  on  Monday. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  as  majority  leader, 
has  to  give  recognition,  and  properly  so, 
to  the  situation  that  confronts  Members 
and  to  so  program  legislation  in  a  man¬ 
ner  that  takes  into  consideration,  as  far 
as  possible,  the  problems  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers.  I  told  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  PrestonI  that  the  Department  of 
Commerce  bill  would  be  the  next  order 
of  business  after  disposition  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  appropriation  bill. 
The  gentleman  very  properly  has  gone 
back  to  his  office  assuming  that  this  bill 
would  be  disposed  of  today  or  would 
come  up  tomorrow  and  that  considera¬ 
tion  of  it  would  be  completed  and  if  any 
rollcalls  were  necessary  they  would  go 
over  until  Monday.  In  the  absence  of 
having  talked  with  him,  I  would  feel  as 
though  I  was  bound  through  a  gentle¬ 
man’s  word  to  him,  but,  fortunately,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appi-o- 


priations  is  on  the  floor.  I  have  con¬ 
ferred  with  him  and  it  is  agreeable  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Appropriatim 
Committee,  the  gentleman  from  ^s- 
souri  [Mr.  Cannon],  after  consulmtion 
with  him,  to  have  the  bill  go  ovot  until 
Monday.  So,  I  have  somethin^/xo  hang 
my  hat  onto,  and,  accordingly/it  is  per¬ 
fectly  agreeable  to  me  that  that  bill  be 
the  first  order  of  business  on  Monday 
after  the  disposition  of  /the  legislative 
-matters  coming  out  of  th'e  District  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  hope  everybody  is  happy  now. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  kindly  for  his  considera¬ 
tion.  ^ 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  dur¬ 
ing  the  votes  taken  on  amendments  to 
H.  R.  6287  I  was  unavoidably  absent 
from  the  House  Chamber  during  the 
v6tes  on  the  first  three.  Had  I  been 
present  I  would  have  voted  “nay”  on  the 
first  amendment  by  Mr.  Budge,  of  Idaho; 
I  would  have  voted  “nay”  on  the  second 
also  by  Mr.  Budge  of  Idaho;  on  the  third 
by  Mr.  Budge  of  Idaho  I  would  have 
voted  “nay”  also. 


PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  and. include 
extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
my  desk  daily  comes  a  steady  stream  of 
letters  from  aged  and  needy  citizens — 
nbt  only  from  my  own  district,  but  from 
all  over  the  country  telling  of  the  indig¬ 
nities  and  oftentimes  abuse  these  people 
suffer  under  our  public  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  as  it  is  administered  on  the  State 
and  county  level.  I  have  yet  to  speak  at 
or  attend  a  meeting  where  these"  people 
might  be  present  without  hearing  the 
same  plea — a  plea  that  Congress  should 
interest  itself  not  only  in  the  financial 
^ight  of  our  needy  citizens — and  we  all 
9w  that  this  is  very  great  indeed — but 
also'sin  the  humane  administration  of 
our  ptvblic  assistance  program. 

AfteXhearing  this  plea  so  often  re¬ 
peated,  istook  it  upon  myself  to  do  some 
research  iMo  this  matter  and,  I  am  sorry 
to  say,  I  foiled  a  broad  base  for  the  mul¬ 
tiplying  com^ints. 

In  diccussin^t  with  many  of  my  col¬ 
leagues,  I  am  infci’med  that  they  face 
the  same  daily  sti^m  of  pitiful  letters; 
that  they  too  find  r^ugnant  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  our  pum^- assistance  laws 
are  administered  in  m^y  of  our  States 
today. 

Upon  examining  the  wSfare  laws  of 
the  48  States,  I  have  found  ohat  in  no  2 
States  are  the  qualifications  nu’  the  re¬ 
ceipt  of  aid  alike.  I  have  found  that 
a  very  harsh  and  drastic  meanNtest  is 
imposed  in  many  States  which  finally 
strips  an  applicant  or  recipient  of  e^ry 
last  vestige  of  human  dignity.  In  sor 
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Iter  may  become  an  enemy  Instead  of  a 
frlenVb  Black  blizzards  in  winter  months 
roar  aNpss  the  Plains,  devastating  crops  and 
makingNife  a  gritty  nightmare.  Sand  dunes 
at  such  Times  begin  to  march,  often  cover¬ 
ing  landm^ks  and  dwellings.  Some  of  the 
people,  una^e  to  withstand  this  onslaught 
of  nature,  leaw  homes  and  become  wanderers 
and  a  social  problem.  The  cause  of  these 
dark  clouds  of  distress  and  despair  is  a 
man’s  heedlessne^  of  the  laws  of  God. 
Sometimes  rivers  g^on  a  rampage,  bringing 
destruction  and  deat^to  many  acres.  This 
is  a  different  kind  of  Oisaster,  but  nonethe¬ 
less  it  is  a  result  of  nuui’s  sin  against  the 
laws  of  God.  With  the  earth  robbed  of  Its 
natural  coverage  of  timberv  vegetation,  and 
topsoil,  the  raindrops  sent  God  to  be  a 
blessing  find  no  hold  on  barren,  slopes.  They 
tumble  rapidly  toward  the  oc^n  in  a  ter 
rlble  torrent  that  has  no  respecKfor  life  or 
for  property. 

The  destruction  of  soil  does  not  Mecrease 
the  needs  of  man.  God’s  burden  of  Reding 
billions  remains  the  same.  If  people  goShun- 
gry,  it  is  not  because  God  is  unable  toXeed 
His  children.  It  is  because  God  has  ci 
descended  to  use  man  as  His  instrument  f 
feeding  them. 

To  the  degree  that  man  is  a  faithful  stew¬ 
ard  and  cooperates  with  God’s  laws  of  nature, 
he  is  able  to  satisfy  the  desires  of  every  living 
thing.  To  the  degree  that  man  increases 
the  usefulness  of  a  single  acre  of  ground,  he 
extends  the  hand  of  God  to  feed  the  hungry. 
To  the  degree  that  man  decreases  the  pro¬ 
ductive  power  of  a  single  acre  of  ground,  he 
shortens  the  hand  of  God  in  feeding  His 
children.  ’This  places  a  great  responsibility 
upon  the  users  of  the  soil. 

GOOD  son,  AND  GOOD  HEALTH 

Our  health  is  influenced  as  much  by  what 
the  farmer  does  with  his  fields  as  by  what  the 
doctor  does  in  his  clinic. 

Doctors  more  and  more  spend  their  time 
treating  patients  for  deficiency  diseases.  Poor 
nutrition  is  one  of  the  most  important  fac¬ 
tors  in  making  people  susceptible  to  disease'' 
attack,  and  medical  science  is  finding  that 
prevention  in  many  diseases  offers  more  hope 
than  cure. 

Human  health  begins  in  the  soil.  The  aim 
of  soil  conservation  in  a  major  respect  is  to 
keep  mankind  in  good  health.  Health  is  im¬ 
possible  unless  the  food  mankind  eats  con¬ 
tains  the  elements  upon  which  health  largely 
depends.  Such  food  must  come  from  healthy, 
vigorous,  fertile  soil. 

Soil  fertility  on  any  farm  can  be  depleted 
in  a  few  seasons  through  failure  to  return 
manure,  crop  residues  and  other  fertility 
forms.  When  that  happens,  it  will  have 
changed  from  a  place  of  health  to  a  place/ 
where  disease  may  enter  frequently  and  whrfi 
persistence.  / 

A  human  body  deficient  in  iron  will  likely 
develop  liver  disorders,  with  skin  ana  even 
the  blood  becomling  pale,  and  the  body  be¬ 
coming  gradually  emaciated.  / 

A  lack  of  zinc  leads  to  thyroid  tnoubles,  and 
a  lack  of  iodine  for  any  extended  period  rnay 
mean  goiter.  A  deficiency  m  copper  may 
result  in  anemia,  and  a  phosphorus  deficiency 
could  result  in  a  wasting  embody  tissues. 

Food  cannot  contain  tl^e  elements  unless 
they  are  in  the  soil  to  begin  with.  And  the 
soil  must  be  in  a  vigorous  condition  so  that 
the  growing  plants  reray  make  use  of  the  ele¬ 
ments  the  body  naWs. 

The  people  of  Uns  Nation  spend  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  year  in  trying  to  regain 
health.  Mucyof  this  goes  for  vitamins  and 
minerals  bought  in  pills  and  capsules  at  the 
drugstoresy/biet  should  have  provided  these 
needs  in  dmple  quantity. 

Even^e  foods  eaten  in  a  health  diet  may 
not  b^mealth  giving  if  they  are  produced  on 
solls^hlch  do  not  contain  the  elements  the 
hug^n  body  must  have. 


Men  and  animals  alike  must  suffer  when 
the  soil  suffers  through  abuse  and  neglect. 

PARTNERS  WITH  GOD 

For  too  long  we  have  said,  “Anyone  can 
farm.” 

Many  are  beginning  to  realize  that  our 
economic  well-being  as  a  Nation  is  dependent 
upon  the  fertility  of  the  land,  but  few  real¬ 
ize  that  our  physical  well-being  is  also  re¬ 
lated  to  the  soil. 

The  farmer  or  rancher  should  see  himself 
as  a  coworker  with  God.  There  is  more  to 
good  farming  than  scratching  the  seed  into' 
the  ground  and  harvesting  whatever  grows. 
There  is  more  to  ranching  than  simply  har¬ 
vesting  grass  with  cattle  and  sheep.  Good 
farming  and  ranching  mean  producing 
abundantly  for  the  needs  of  man  and  at 
the  same  time  providing  for  the  increasing 
and  continuing  productivity  of  the  soil. 

A  man  must  have  more  than  the  knowl¬ 
edge  of  new  techniques  and  methods.  In 
him  must  dwell  the  right  spirit.  He  must 
have  a  deep  sense  of  his  responsibility  to 
God  and  fellow  man.  He  must  have  a  love 
for  the  land.  He  must  find  pleasure  in  grow¬ 
ing  things  and  feel  a  hurt  when  a  field  is 
wounded  by  abuse  or  wrong  judgment. 

When  men  with  this  spirit  live  on  the  land, 
od’s  countryside  flourishes  with  prosperity, 
contentment,  and  good  will.  F'arm  families 
flna.  pleasure  in  the  sight  of  well-kept  fields^ 
and  lirmyards. 

The'^oducts  of  the  field  are  not  consid^d 
as  ends'm  themselves,  but  rather  the  nuSans 
for  sustaining  happy  family  life.  Spools 
and  churches  that  adequately  meet  tJAe  need 
of  the  community  are  written  large  in  peo¬ 
ple’s  minds.  Nrhere  is  a  healthy  fl^  of  farm 
produce  to  thk  market  place. /TTie  entire 
country  flourish^  as  farmer,/buslnessman, 
professional  men\  craftsmere;  and  laborers 
exchange  services  i^h  a  sincere  desire  that 
each  be  adequately  r^wanied  for  his  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  well-bempK of  the  community. 

Soil  is  the  backbone^^the  Nation.  Cities 
^  may  be  destroyed,  bift  they  will  be  rebuilt 
if  the  people’s  spim  is  strcng  and  natural 
resources  are  av^able.  no  city  has 

been  built  in  a  ci^ert. 

TOMORROW  S  STEWARDS] 

In  any  area  of  living  it  is  a  ba^  situation 
if  the  old^  generation  does  not  Xequeath 
to  its  chj^ren  something  richer  aiik  some¬ 
thing  l^ter.  However,  some  things  oan  be 
corrected  in  a  very  short  time.  This  ik  not 
so  soil  and  water.  The  mistakes  ajid 

wrongs  committed  today  against  these  pi 
ci^s  natural  resources  in  many  instanced 
.will  take  hundreds  of  years  to  correct,  and 
/ in  others,  restoration  will  never  be  possible. 

The  richness  of  America’s  soil  and  the 
plentitude  of  water  will  be  reflected  in  the 
prosperity,  the  wealth,  and  the  spirit  of 
tomorrow’s  people  far  more  than  is  gener¬ 
ally  believed.  It  has  truly  been  said  that 
“the  soil  is  God’s  greatest  material  gift  to 
mankind.”  This  generation’s  greatest  ma¬ 
terial  gifts  to  tomorrow’s  world  will  be  a 
productive  soil  and  adequate  water  resources. 
Stewardship  demands  that  we  prepare,  con¬ 
serve,  replenish,  and  protect  these  resources. 

Urban  and  country  youth  should  be  con¬ 
scious  of  the  importance  of  soil  and  water 
in  their  everyday  living  and  in  their  future. 
Soil  and  water  play  a  vital  role  in  the  phy¬ 
sical,  economic,  social,  and  religious  life  of 
the  individual,  the  community,  the  Nation, 
and  the  world.  This  fact  needs  to  be  stressed 
so  that  the  importance  of  soil  and  water  is 
integrated  into  evgry  phase  of  education- 
school,  church,  and  youth  organizations — 
both  rural  and  urban. 

Youth  has  a  great  stake  In  this  effort. 
The  time  and  energy  that  the  young  people 
spend  In  putting  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  Into  practice  can  be  their  best 
investment  in  their  future. 


RESPONSIBILITY  OF  LANDOWNERSHIP 

The  man-land  relationship  is  a  necessary, 
part  of  God’s  universal  scheme.  In  thfe 
Garden  of  Eden,  God  made  man  a  steward 
of  the  land  and  responsible  to  Him  for  its 
care  and  use.  / 

The  Biblical  message  is  clear  and  eoiphatic 
on  land  us  and  distribution.  A  aran’s  in¬ 
heritance  of  land  was  to  be  heiy'as  nearly 
as  possible,  inviolate.  Hear  Elijah’s  judg¬ 
ment  against  Ahab  when  hg^  would  take 
Naboth’s  vineyard :  “Have  you^killed  and  also 
taken  possession?”  (I  Kin^21 ;  19.)  Mlcah 
sets  forth  the  prophetic ^eal,  “They  shall 
sit  every  man  under  his/vine  and  under  his 
fig  tree,  and  none  shall  make  them  afraid.” 
(Micah  4:4.)  / 

God’s  greatest  n^erial  gift  to  man  is  a 
very  special  kind  property,  containing  the 
basic  -sources  of/ food,  fiber,  and  fuel  for 
man’s  use.  Gwnership  of  whatever  sort, 
owner-operatqT,  landlord  or  tenant,  involves 
utilization  pff  on.e’s  property  to  serve  the 
highest  pur'pose  of  human  development  and 
welfare.  /In  many  instances,  absentee-own¬ 
ers  fail/  to  accept  their  responsibility  as 
stewards  of  the  soil.  A  special  effort  must 

Jot  forth  to  remind  the  absentee-owner 
s  moral  responsibility.  Profits  made  at 
ixpense  of  soil  jeopardize  the  local  com¬ 
ity  and  are  made  at  the  expense  of  the 
]n. 

In  the  exercise  of  his  ownership  of  the 
land,  a  good  owner  develops  a  just  pride  in 
his  acres,  and  is  actively  involved  in  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  attractiveness  and  the 
productivity  of  his  acres.  He  comes  to  feel 
himself  a  part  of  the  continuing  creative 
process  working  cooperatively  with  God, 
“maintaining  the  yield,”  contributing  to 
human  welfare.  Land  ownership  conscious¬ 
ness  results  in  the  conservation  and  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  God-given  soil,  and  at  the 
same  time  yields  social  satisfactions  to  the 
farmer,  his  family,  his  neighbors,  and  the 
world  at  large. 

Such  ownership  eventuates  in  responsible 
citizenry  and  Christian  stewards  of  the  land. 
This  kind  of  ownership  should  be  trans¬ 
mitted  from  generation  to  generation.  Farm' 
families  have  a  significant  opportunity  in 
father-son  agreements.  The  son  inherits  the 
land  and  the  soil  stewardship  practices  of 
his  father.  The  land  of  such  a  farm  is  con¬ 
served  and  enriched  for  future  generations. 

GIVE  THANKS  TO  GOD 

Through  the  ages  man  has  been  conscious 
of  the  need  to  give  thanks  to  Almighty  God 
for  His  bountiful  blessings. 

The  lyord  “rogation”  comes  from  the  Latin 
vord  “rogare”  meaning  “to  ask.”  The  3 
^gatlons  Days  are  over  1,500  years  old. 
By  began  in  the  fifth  century  at  'Vienne, 
Fra^e,  when  in  the  year  470  there  had  been 
cropX^ilures — due  to  earthquakes  and  bad 
weathel;— with  resulting  famine.  St.  Mamer- 
tus,  bisAPP  of  Vienne,  ordered  prayer  and 
penance  on  the  3  days  preceding  the  Ascen¬ 
sion.  TheXjergy  and  the  people  made  peni¬ 
tential  proce^lons  calling  upon  God  to  help 
and  asking  H^  intercession. 

Other  comm^lties  took  up  the  custom, 
and  from  FranceN^  soon  spread  throughout 
the  world.  At  th\  end  of  the  eighth  cen¬ 
tury  it  was  formalljnaccepted  by  the  church. 
Thus,  it  has  becomNthe  practice  to  hold 
each  year  before  Ascen^on  Thursday  a  spe¬ 
cial  Rogation  service. 

The  purpose  of  the  RSgatlon  Day  is  to 
Implore  the  mercy  of  God  that  He  may  keep 
us  from  all  evils  of  soul  and\)ody,  and  give 
to  the  plants  of  the  field  anXncrease.  In 
the  spring,  when  the  fields  are  becoming 
green  and  there  is  promise  of  a  goc^harvest — 
but  also  the  possibility  of  destruction 
through  frost,  hail,  or  ralnstoAas — the 
prayers  and  processions  are  a  remiii^r  to 
feeble  man  to  turn  with  humility  and  ronfl- 
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dence  to  the  GV^er  of  all  good.  For,  it  is 
not  the  earth  alon^  which  brings  forth  fruit, 
and  not  alone  the,  busy  hand  of  man  on 
which  the  increaseNiepends;  but  it  is  God 
who  gives  the  increa^. 

Each  year  thousands',of  people  participate 
in  soil-stewarship  service  and  Rogation  Day 
prayers  in  city,  village,  '^nd  open  country 
churches.  This  is  a  tremendous  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  man’s  desire  to  giv^thanks  to  God 
and  to  ask  for  continued  bleteings. 


Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  and  Related  Agen¬ 
cies  Appropriation  Bill,  1958 


SPEECH 

OP 

KON.  HAMER  H.  BUDGE 

OP  IDAHO  , 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  April  3,  1957 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  and  I  have 
disagreed  at  various  points  throughout 
this  bill  but  I  hope  that  he  will  be  in 
agreement  with  me  on  this  amendment 
which  relates  to  additional  salaries  to 
carry  out  the  program  on  which  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  just 
voted.  As  near  as  I  can  determine,  there 
are  about  $100,000  in  salaries  carried 
for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance  to 
cari-y  out  this  program  of  training  wel¬ 
fare  personnel.  That  program  was  just 
defeated  on  a  division  vote.  I  would  hope 
that  the  gentlemarf  from  Rhode  Island 
will  accept  this  amendment.  It  cer¬ 
tainly  should  be  adopted  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  program  for  which  the  ex¬ 
penditure  was  to  be  made  and  for  which 
the  salaries  were  to  be  paid  is  not  car- 
l  ied  in  the  appi'opriation  bill.  | 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  * 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle-  j 
man  from  North  Carolina.  ■ 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  my  understanding 
only  $99  million  have  been  made  avail¬ 
able  and  that  they  need  $105  million. 
Unless  we  provide  the  money  we  will  not  ■ 
be  keeping  faith  with  the  several  States;  , 
is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  That,  of  course,  would 
not  apply  to  the  amendment  which  I  , 
have  offered,  I  may  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thought  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  was  to  put  in  this  bill 
the  amount  that  is  short  in  the  other 
bill? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  No,  tiiat  is  not  correct. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  would  have 
restored  $2  Yz  million  for  the  training  of  ^ 
personnel.  : 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I*know  that. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  There  is  now  in  the  ^ 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  $100,- i 


000  which  is  carried  in  the  bill  and 
should  not  be  in  the  bill  because  it  is  to 
pay  the  salaries  of  the  people  who  were 
to  set  up  this  training  program  to  which 
the  gentleman  referred. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  One  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  dollars? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  One  hundred  thousand 
dollars  and  the  bill  should  be  reduced  by 
that  amount  because  the  purpose  for 
which  the  $100,000  is  in  there  was  elimi¬ 
nated  by  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  that  action  has  been  sustained  by 
the  vote  just  a  few  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  say  for  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  the  gentleman  who  made  the  in¬ 
quiry  that  I  have  been  advised  by  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  that  the  item  I  just  introduced 
and  which  my  amendment  relates  to  did 
originate  in  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Be  that  as  it  may,  in" 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  $21/2  million  for 
this  purpose  is  not  carried  in  the  bill, 
then  $100,000  should  not  be  carried  to 
pay  the  salaries  of  the  people  who  were 
to  set  the  program  in  operation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thought  that  the 
whole  $21/2  million  was  to  pay  the  sal¬ 
aries  or  scholarships  or  provide  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  training  of  personnel? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  may  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  amendment  which  he  of¬ 
fered  would  have  done  that,  but  since 
the  amendment  was  not  adopted  and 
since  there  are  no  funds  in  the  bill  for 
that  program,  we  should  eliminate  $100,- 
000  to  pay  the  Federal  salaries  to  put  the 
program  in  operation.  ‘ 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is 
probably  right.  ^ 


services  which  are  designed  to  curb  and 
lighten  the  burden  of  indigency  both  on 
the  clients  and  on  the  public.  It  might 
be  desirable  to  separate  these  service 
costs  from  administrative  costs  so  that 
a  clearer  public  accounting  could  be  ren^ 
dered  as  to  the  use  of  these  funds.  /In 
the  absence  of  such  separation,  the : 
and  the  Congress  may  be  misled. 

Even  taking  these  added  series  and- 
activities  into  account.  New  Yonc  State’s 
administrative  costs  do  not,  in  fact,  ap¬ 
proach  27  percent  of  exMnditures,  as 
charged.  / 

In  fiscal  1956,  the  late^year  for  which 
full  figures  are  availab^,  New  York  State 
spent  $273,505,014  on/Tederally  aided  as¬ 
sistance  programs.  /Of  this  sum,  $236,- 
197,416  was  for  assistance,  and  $37,307,- 
598  went  to  ad^nistrative  costs.  Thus 
the  percentage/Of  the  total  sum  expended 
for  what  aiy'  presently  labeled  as  ad¬ 
ministrative'^  costs  was  13.6  percent. 
Broken  da^n  as  between  New  York  City 
•  and  upsjate,  here  are  the  figures:  New 
York  ^y  expended  a  total  of  $182,533,- 
685,  m  which  $155,478,753  went  for  as- 
;  sistance  and  $27,054,932  was  expended 
fo^  administration.  This  amounts  to 
14.8  percent  for  administration.  In  the 
/upstate  counties  and  cities,  the  expendi- 
T  tures  for  assistance  amounted  to  $90,- 
971,329,  of  which  $80,718,663  went  for 
assistance  and  $10,252,666  was  allotted 
to  administration — amounting  to  11.3 
percent  for  administration.  The  reason 
for  the  higher  percentage  of  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  in  New  York  City  is  that 
there  is  a  higher  rate  of  turnover  and  a 
much  higher  rate  of  applications  than 
exists  in  the  upstate  areas. 


Administrative  Costs  for  Public  As^stance 
in  New  York  State 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  HAROLD  C.  OSTERTAG 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday^  April  4,  1957 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Speaker,  an 
erroneous  impression  has  been  created  in 
this  House,  possibly  inadvertently,  as  to 
the  cost  of  administration  of  public  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  State  of  New  York.  The 
statement  has  been  made  here  that  these 
costs  run  as  high  as  27  percent  of  ex¬ 
penditures. 

In  fairness  to  the  administrators  of  my 
State,  and  for  the  sake  of  accuracy,  I  ask 
leave  to  include  in  the  Record  the  fol¬ 
lowing  facts  and  figures. 

First,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that 
there  ^re  many  service  costs  blanketed 
under  the  heading  of  administrative 
costs  in  New  York  State — services  which 
are  not  made  available  to  welfare  clients 
in  some  other  States.  Among  these  are 
casework  service,  medical  service  to  re¬ 
store  people  to  physical  health,  guidance 
to  children,  homemaker  service,  and  so 
on.  In  other  words,  the  department  of 
social  welfare  is  not  merely  a  fund¬ 
dispensing  agency,  but  renders  many 


Soil-Bank  Payments 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


HON.  J.  FLOYD  BREEDING 

OF  KANSAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  April  4,  1957 

ir.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 
leav^o  extend  my  remarks  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  iWould  like  to  include  an  editorial 
writterpyjjy  Mr.  Albert  M.  James,  editor 
of  the  Syracuse  Journal,  of  Syracuse, 
Kans.  TrWs  editorial  appeared  in  the 
Syracuse  J^rnal^or  March  21,  1957: 

Soie-Bank  Payments 

Properly  admlJustered,  and  working  as  it 
was  intended,  thk  soil-bank  program  is  as 
near  ideal  for  drought-damaged  Hamilton 
County  as  any  plan  that  can  be  devised.  It 
provides  a  substantiaPancome  for  both  land- 
owner  and  tenant,  witnout  the  senseless  ex¬ 
pense  of  planting  a  whe^crop  under  condi¬ 
tions  that  prohibit  it  maXlng  a  crop,  which 
was  the  biggest  objection  tO\,the  former  acre¬ 
age  allotment  plan.  \ 

But  this  plan  is  now  in  grave  danger  of 
causing  great  harm  to  the'*  community 
through  a  squabble  about  who  g^  the  Fed¬ 
eral  payments.  There  is  no  rebukal  to  the 
argument  that  if  tenant  farmersNare  dis¬ 
possessed  from  land,  there  will  be  great  loss 
of  population  here,  a  loss  which  will Nte  re¬ 
flected  immediately  in  business  activitXaud 
continue  for  several  years  of  adjustment 
after  conditions  permit  wheat  raising  agaV* 


\ 
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A'o^ually  there  have  been  few  attempts  re- 
.ported  on  the  part  of  landlords  to  dispossess 
or  raise  the  rent  on  tenants  in  order  to  get 
a  larger\share  of  the  soil-bank  payments. 
Most  of  t^m  are  going  along  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  itWas  intended,  but  the  few  in¬ 
stances  already  known  point  out  the  danger. 
If  a  few  are  s^cessful  in  their  efforts,  they 
may  be  followed  by  many,  and  in  a  county 
so  largely  nonresident  owned  as  is  Hamilton, 
this  would  be  dis^rous. 

What  the  outcom\will  be  cannot  be  fore¬ 
told  at  this  time.  It  wll  not  be  known  until 
after  the  applications  are  presented  for  the 
1958  soil-bank  program,  ^^he  local  ASC  com¬ 
mittee  has  a  hard  Job  ahe^d  of  it. 

Here  clearly  is  a  conflict  human  rights 
against  property  rights.  When  he  is  not 
farming,  the  landlord  has  litnlp  need  for  a 
tenant,  and  the  tenant’s  share  ^pf  the  soil- 
bank  payments  is  a  tempting  mWsel.  But 
the  tenant  who  has  fought  dusvxand  dry 
weather  for  the  past  several  years,  and  lost 
money  doing  it,  also  has  rights.  He  ofinnot 
remain  idle  like  the  land.  He  has  toent 
years  of  hard  work  on  the  land,  believing^  it 
was  his  to  farm  as  long  as  he  did  a  good  jdp. 
He  should  not  be  deprived  of  this  interest!.^ 

In  such  conflicts,  we  believe  the  human  n 
rights  should  have  precedence  over  the  prop¬ 
erty  rights.  The  soil-bank  program  is  for 
farm  relief,  not  landlord  relief. 


Humanitarian  and  Old-Age  Rights  Act 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  THOMAS  L.  ASHLEY 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  April  4,  1957 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
have  joined  nearly  50  Democratic  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  of  Representatives  ^and 
Senate  in  sponsoring  the  Humanitarian 
and  Old-Age  Rights  Act.  a  measure 
which  will  be  welcomed  by  millions  of 
our  Nation’s  less-fortunate  citizens. 

Since  enactment  of  the  public  assist¬ 
ance  section  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
there  has  been  reason  to  question  the 
degree  of  humanity  and  Justice  with 
which  the  provisions  of  f^is  act  have 
been  administered.  The  ■’ responsibility 
of  Congress,  Mr.  Speaker,  goes  beyond 
the  adequacy  of^  financial  assistance  to 
needy  Americans.  We'  must  also  safe¬ 
guard  those  receiving  assistance  from 
undue  harassment  arid  intimidation  and 
restore  to  them  their  right  to  human 
dignity. 

The  Humanitai/an  and  Old-Age  Rights 
Act  is  a  step  in  tjiis  direction.  By  estab¬ 
lishing  a  single y^tandard  of  qualifications 
for  the  applicants  and  recipients  of  pub¬ 
lic  assistance — below  which  no  State 
shall  go — a  /degree  of  uniformity  would 
be  achievqa  among  the  widely  varying 
laws  of  the  48  States. 

For  tlvfe  first  time  a  legislative  intent 
would  j/e  established  by  Congress  “that 
public/assistance  shall  be  administered 
pronmtly  and  humanely,  with  due  regard 
for  me  preservation  of  family  life,  and 
wimout  discrimination  on  account  of 
r^e,  sex,  religion,  or  political  affiliation; 

id  the  assistance  laws  shall  be  liberally 
ionstrued.’’ 

Among  the  outstanding  provisions  of 
this  bill  are  the  following; 


The  age  requirement  for  recipients  of 
old-age  assistance  would  be  the  sanie 
as  that  of  retired  workers  receiving 
social-security  benefits.  ^ 

The  aged  and  handicapped  on  public 
assistance  would  be  allowed  to  earn  up 
to  $50  a  month;  the  parents  of  needy 
children  up  to  $30  per  month,  And  the 
needy  children  themselves,  up  to  $30  per 
month  to  supplement  their  ^Assistance 
checks.  The  blind  are  already  per¬ 
mitted  to  earn  $50  withoi^  penalty  of 
reduction  in  aid.  / 

Recipients  may  own  a  home  of  an 
assessed  value — less  all  racumbrances — 
up  to  $5,000  free  from  the  imposition  of 
a  lien.  The  floor  of  $]/;200  is  established 
under  the  amount  of/personal  property 
which  a  single  recipient  is  allowed  to 
have,  and  household  furnishings  are 
exempt,  as  are  iiisurance  policies  or 
burial  agreements  up  to  $500  in  value. 

The  practice  of  enforcing  collections 
from  the  relatives  of  recipients  and  the 
publishing  of  the  names  of  recipients  is 
'^prohibited,  and  no  person  receiving  pub- 
hc  aid  shall  be  deemed  a  pauper  or  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  being  indigent. 

'fhe  State-imposed  residence  require¬ 
ment'  now  allowed  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernmeM  would  be  reduced  from  5  years 
to  1  ye^  and  persons  otherwise  quali¬ 
fied  who^o  not  meet  State  residence 
requirements  shall  receive  partial  pay¬ 
ments  directfti  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  until  thKstate  residence  require¬ 
ment  has  been  met. 


Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  and  Related  Agen¬ 
cies  Appropriation  Bill,  1958 


SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  HAMER  H.  BUDGE 

OF  IDAHO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  April  3,  1957 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder,  since  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  rollcalls  either  tonight  or  to¬ 
morrow,  if  he  would  indicate  to  us  just 
what  amendments  he  intends  to  demand 
rollcalls  on.  Now,  I  have  offered  5 
amendments  to  this  bill,  all  of  which 
have  been  adopted,  and  I  would  like  to 
know  which  ones  the  gentleman  intends 
to  call  the  roll  on. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  the  first  one 
would  be  the  Smith  amendment  cutting 
the  solicitor’s  office. 

The  second  one  would  be  the  one  bear¬ 
ing  the  gentleman’s  name,  called  the 
Budge  amendment,  which  cuts  the  vet¬ 
erans.  The  third  would  be  the  Smith 
amendment  cutting  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security.  The  fourth,  the 


Murray  amendment,  is  a  cut  dealing  with 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  Fifth, 
the  Anderson  amendment  cutting  the 
Women’s  Bureau.  The  sixth  would  be 
the  Hebert  amendment  cutting  the 
Wage  and  Hour  Division.  The  seventh 
would  be  the  Jonas  amendment  cutting 
the  Pood  and  Drug  Administration.  The 
eighth  would  be  the  Dorn  amendment 
cutting  the  Department  of  Education. 
Ninth  is  the  Fisher  amendment  deleting 
$50  million  for  grants  for  waste  treat¬ 
ment  works  construction. 

We  will  have  to  wait  until  the  end  of 
the  bill  to  see  if  we  have  any  others.  I 
have  the  gentleman  down  for  one. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Well,  that  is  the  reason 
I  asked  the  question.  It  places  the 
authors  of  the  amendments  in  rather 
a  peculiar  position  when  you  want  to  call 
the  roll  on  some  of  the  amendments, 
and  when  they  are  all  on  the  same 
.  theory.  Would  it  not  be  proper  to  as¬ 
sume,  from  a  reading  of  the  amendments 
that  the  gentleman  is  seeking  a  rollcall 
on,  that  he  favors  the  other  amend¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Oh,  no.  I  was  just 
r  trying  to  save  the  time  of  the  House. 

But  I  have  all  this  week  and  next  week, 
!»and  if  you  desire  to  have  a  rollcall  on 
some  of  these  smaller  amendments,  I 
will  be  very  happy  to  cooperate  with 
you. 

,  Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  that  I  certainly 
do  not  want  to  drag  this  matter  out  any 
longer  than  is  necessary,  but  when  five 
amendments  are  adopted,  all  of  which 
propose  the  same  thing,  I  cannot  quite 
understand  why  the  gentleman  is  so  se¬ 
lective  as  to  pick  out  only  one  bearing 
my  name  and  leaving  out  the  others.  Is 
there  some  difference  in  the  others? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  What  are  some  of  the 
others?  Will  the  gentleman  refresh  my 
recollection?  Maybe  I  have  forgotten 
one  or  two. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Of  course,  it  may  work 
out  that  we  would  be  constrained  as  the 
authors  of  the  amendments  to  ask  for 
a  rollcall  on  all  of  them  rather  than 
just  permit  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  to  pick  out  the  ones  he  feels  most 
sympathetic  to. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  prerogative.  I  have  given  the 
House  notice  of  what  I  intend  to  do  as 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee  in  the 
matter  of  asking  for  rollcalls  on  amend¬ 
ments.  I  hope  that  there  will  be  a  suf¬ 
ficient  number  of  Members  on  this  side 
and  on  the  gentleman’s  side  to  get  a 
rollcall.  If  the  gentleman  has  any  other 
amendments  in  mind  on  which  he  wants 
to  get  a  rollcall,  I  shall  be  happy  to  co¬ 
operate  with  him  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  should  like  the  gentle¬ 
man,  if  he  is  going  to  ask  for  a  rollcall  on 
any  other  amendments  that  I  have  of¬ 
fered,  all  of  which  were  intended  to 
rerain  personnel  at  the  present  level,  to 
ask  for  a  rollcall  on  each  of  them  instead 
of  picking  out  one  that  happens  to  bear 
my  name,  toward  which  he  seems  to  be 
sympathetic. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  would  suggest  to 
the  gentleman  that  he  ask  for  a  rollcall 
on  any  amendment  he  has  in  mind.  I 
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have  mentioned  the  ones  that  I  think 
are  important  and  that  I  think  the  mem¬ 
bership  would  want  to  vote  on.  I  have 
made  my  selection.  If  the  gentleman 
wants  to  add  any  to  those,  I  shall  coop¬ 
erate  with  him. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  having  had  this  colloquy  with  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  because 
it  would  help  explain  an  action  which 
we,  as  authors  of  these  amendments, 
may  feel  constrained  to  take  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  proceeds  in  the  manner  which  he 
has  outlined. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
answer  to  the  gentleman,  I  am  going  to 
proceed  in  exactly  the  mapner  I  have  just 
outlined. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  thanlc  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  can 
we  learn  what  time  this  day  of  judgment 
begins  tomorrow  and  what  the  schedule 
of  voting  will  be? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  announce¬ 
ment  will  come  from  the  leadership. 


of  their  party?”  The  party  is  the  group  of 
widows  of  the  veterans  of  1898-1902  and  the 
time  is  now.  A  call  for  action  should  meet  a 
prompt  and  favorable  response.  Let’s  go. 


Proctor  Band  ^Vins  Cherry  Blossom  Fes¬ 
tival  Band  Contest 


Spanish  War  Widows 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  BARRATT  O’HARA 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  April  4,  1957 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  is  well-known  to  the  veterans  of  all 
wars  among  whom  the  National  Tribune 
is  regarded  as  an  outstanding  spokesman 
for  the  veterans  of  the  country,  the 
eighth  page  of  this  fine  newspaper  is  de¬ 
voted  to  news  of  interest  to  the  United 
Spanish  War  Veterans.  On  this  page  of 
the  issue  of  April  4,  1957,  appears  the 
following  plea  for  prompt  action  on  the 
Spanish  War  widows  pension  bill,  just 
approved  unanimously  by  the  Committee 
on  Veterans’  Affairs: 

Good  news  has  come  from  the  House  C' 
mlttee  on  Veterans’  Affairs.  H.  R.  35^the 
O’Hara  bill  to  grant  increased  penslcm  for 
widows  of  Spanish-American  War  yiMerans, 
has  been  approved  by  the  comrrmtee  and 
now  goes  before  the  House  of  Repr^entatives 
for  a  vote. 

The  fact  that  the  House  ^dmmittee  has 
approved  it  is  a  good  sign  ancLjiromises  favor¬ 
able  consideration  by  the  Rouse  as  a  whole. 
However,  this  is  no  time  .t6  loaf  on  the  job. 
Every  Spanish-Americ^’^  War  veteran — in 
fact  every  war  veteran-r-'should  express  to  his 
Representative  in  Congress  the  need  for  its 
prompt  passage.  ' 

Early  approval  the  House  should  insure 
its  consideration<'by  the  Senate  at  an  early 
date  and  not  die  in  a  Senate  pigeonhole  as 
has  happened  in  previous  Congresses. 

While  there  is  surely  a  need  for  economy 
in  Goverriment  spending  such  economy 
should  ndt  be  made  in  the  case  of  the  needy 
wldows,/of  Spanish-American  War  veterans 
who  h&ve  been  compelled  to  exist  on  the 
pittance  they  are  now  receiving. 

7o  use  the  slogan  of  politicians;  ‘‘Now  is 
tile  time  for  all  good  men  to  come  to  the  aid 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  JOHN  A.  BLATNIK 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  April  4,  1957 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  considerable  pride  and  great  pleas¬ 
ure  that  I  am  able  to  announce  that  the 
ijvinrier  of  the  Cherry  Blossom  Festival 
,tional  high-school  band  competition 
h^d  yesterday  was  the  Proctor  High 
Sclffi^pl  Band  of  Proctor,  Minn. 

Th^e  72  young  musicians,  under  the 
leader^ip  of  Band  Director  J.  P.  Moody 
and  Ass^tant  Director  R.  J.  Melde,  too 
first  place\in  the  playing-band  categoi" 
second  plac\  in  the  marching-band 
gory,  and  wke  named  “best  all-a'^efund 
band.”  \  ' 

This  is  not  the  first  long  t^  expe-  . 
rienced  by  the  now  nationaijy  known 
Proctor  High  Schcw  Band.  Jm  1948  the 
band  played  at  thk  Litt^  Rose  Bowl 
I  game  in  Pasadena,  fe|ili|i  In  1948  it 
vplayed  in  Winnipeg,  Ca:^da,  and  in  1950 
the  band  traveled  to  tM  iR.prtland,  Oreg., 
Festival  of  Roses.  Recently^the  band  has 
performed  in  New  jOrleans’'"Mardi  Gras 
parade  and  justy/ecently  nkde  a  fine 
appearance  du^g  the  intermi^ssion  in 
the  Orange  Bowl  game  in  Miam'kBeach, 
Fla.  I  am  ^’e  the  1957  Proctoi\band 
can  take  it^lace  with  fine  Proctor  bands 
of  the  paac  and  can  add  now,  to  its  many 
honors  ^ready  won,  the  title  of  b^st 
band  a^  the  Washington,  D.  C.,  Cherr^ 
Blosa^  Festival  for  1957. 

Bfoctor  High  School  is  one  of  the 
fiiiest  schools  in  northern  Minnesota 
/^hich  is  known  for  its  many  fine  schools. 
.'"Congratulations  should  be  extended  to 
the  band  director,  Mr.  Moody,  and  his 
assistant,  Mr.  Melde,  as  well  as  the  very 
able  educator.  Superintendent  A.  J. 
Jedlicka,  who  accompanied  the  band,  and 
Mr.  W.  R.  Salmi,  assistant  superin¬ 
tendent. 

A  list  of  the  band  members  includes: 
Sharyn  Torba,  Joan  Moran,  Diane  Davis, 
Bertha  Fransk,  Jane  Perrill,  Annette 
Wiggins,  Carol  Malley,  Louann  Frolen, 
Nancy  Burlovich,  Joyce  Pelletier,  Sandra 
Soderberg,  Nancy  Stickney,  Joan  Hau¬ 
gen,  JoAnn'Traplay,  Rosemary  Timmer¬ 
man,  Wendy  Lambert,  Marilyn  Sheehan, 
Deanne  Oppel,  Carolyn  Carlson,  Sharon 
Hoffman,  Pat  Norlund,  Sharon  Parsons, 
Doris  Moen,  Charlene  Sedor,  Clarice  An¬ 
derson,  Dorothy  Larson,  Charlene  Brock¬ 
way,  Sandra  Hoffman,  Mary  Jo  Bijold, 
Carol  Chapman,  Donna  Renaud,  Jeanipe 
Johnson,  Marion  Sautef,  Margaret  Nors- 
trom,  Judy  Stickney,  Donna  Lee,  Karen 
Breimon,  Carol  Stack,  Roberta  Mehling, 
Sharon  Carlson,  Judy  Wolff,  Kay  John¬ 
son,  Sandy  Lambert,  Julia  Denzler,  Jane 


Johnson,  Marilyn  Gulbranson,  Karen 
Nelson,  Mary  Lynn  Johnson,  Joan  Wag 
ner,  Nancy  Stewart,  Barbara  Mehlhj 
Margaret  Skog,  Barbara  Jugasek,  D^ne 
Beatty,  Susan  Granmoe,  Corinn^Rob- 
ertz,  Janice  Wedlund,  Sharon  ^^rlow, 
Jean  Sowa,  John  Breigenze^^Ronald 
Barlow,  Joe  Spencer,  Victor  Br^meersch, 
Jim  Parmeter,  Jon  Parmet^  Duan  Be¬ 
noit,  Dale  Hoffman,  D^  Quaderer, 
Roger  Dahl,  Duane  jsedov,  Harvey 
Burski,  Butch  Traplay.^ 


The  Financial  Iiufntutions  Act — S.  1451 


EXTENiHON  OP  REMARKS 


HONy  ABRAHAM  J.  MULTER 


OF  NEW  YORK 

IE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  April  2, 1957 

f.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
leased  to  direct  to  the  attention  of  our 
colleagues  the  following  unsolicited  let¬ 
ter,  dated  March  30,  1957,  and  written 
by  John  A.  Schoonover,  president  of  the 
Idaho  First  National  Bank,  Boise,  Idaho: 
The  Idaho  First  National  Bank, 

Boise,  Idaho,  March  30, 1957. 
The  Honorable  Abraham  J.  Multer, 

Member,  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Multer;  The  Financial  Institu¬ 
tions  Act,  S.  1451,  which  is  now  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  your  committee,  deserves  close 
attention.  Generally  speaking,  this  is  a  de¬ 
sired  codification  of  a  mass  of  Federal  laws 
pertaining  to  banks  and  other  financial  In¬ 
stitutions. 

I  do,  however,  wish  to  point  out  that  chap¬ 
ter  4  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  portion  of 
the  law  includes  -a  provision  which  would 
alter  the  procedures  pertaining  to  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  directors  of  the  separate  12  Federal 
Reserve  banks.  The  new  law  would  limit 
such  directors  to  two  3-year  terms,  and 
,  would,  in  effect,  deprive  the  member  banks 
W  their  right  and  privilege  to  elect  their 
chosen  representatives  as  class  A  and  B  di¬ 
rectors  of  the  various  district  Federal  Re- 
servK  banks. 

It  iXfelt  that  this  statutory  limitation  is 
Inimical-,  to  the  best  interests  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  ban^  and  we  find  our  position  in  this 
respect  hak  been  supported  by  a  number  of 
respected  authorities.  In  a  letter  dated  No¬ 
vember  5,  19^,  the  Federal  Advisory  Council 
of  the  Federal'Reserve  System  indicated  op¬ 
position  to  suc^  a  restriction.  The  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  ReserveXIity  Bankers  has  evidenced 
its  opposition,  as  K^s  the  special  American 
Bankers  Association's  committee  set  up  to 
assist  in  the  prepara^n  and  study  of  the 
entire  Financial  InstitirUous  Act. 

The  existing  law  and  regulations  provide 
for  secret  voting  for  directors  of  the  classes 
A  and  B,  which  in  itself  should  obviate  the 
necessity  of  any  new  statutorySlimitation.  It 
appears  unwise  to  eliminate  Pkieral  Reserve 
bank  directors  who  are  recognizkl  and  expe¬ 
rienced  authorities,  and  who,  atVthe  same 
time,  are  capably  and  suitably  representing 
the  banks  which  elected  them. 

As  this  bill  moves  through  your  coiipmlt- 
tee  and  onto  the  floor  of  the  House,  it 
be  sincerely  appreciated  if  you  would 
this  particular  aspect  your  careful  attention 
Yours  very  truly, 

John  A.  Schoonover, 

President. 
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85th  CONGEESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  6287 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  8, 1957 

Eead  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 

6  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 

7  namely : 
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TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECEETAEY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (herqafter  in  this  title  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Secretary),  including  payment  in  advance 
when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for  dues  or  fees  for 
library  membership  in  organizations  whose  publications  are 
available  to  members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower 
than  to  the  general  public;  and  purchase  of  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  0.  2131)  ;  $1,480,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $170,000  shall  he  for  international 
labor  affairs. 

Working  capital  fund:  Tliere  is  hereh}^  established  a 
working  capital  fund,  to  he  available  without  fiscal  year 
limitation,  for  expenses  necessary  for  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  (1)  a  central  reproduction  sersdce;  (2)  a  cen¬ 
tral  visual  exhibit  service;  (3)  a  central  supply  service  for 
supplies  and  equipment  for  which  adequate  stocks  may  be 
maintained  to  meet,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  requirements 
of  the  Department;  and  (4)  telephone,  mail  and  messenger 
services:  Provided,  That  any  stocks  of  supplies  and  equip¬ 
ment  on  hand  Or  on  order  on  June  30,  1957,  shall  be  used 
to  capitalize  such  fund:  Provided  further,  That  the  fund 
may  be  used  to  finance  the  cost  of  centralized  procurement 
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of  supplies  and  equipment  and  that  the  fund  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  in  advance  from  available  funds  of  bureaus,  offices, 
and  agencies  for  which  services  are  performed  at  rates  which 
will  return  in  full  all  expenses  of  operations,  including  re¬ 
serves  for  accrued  annual  leave  and  de])reciation  of  e(piit)- 
ment. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Sohcitor,  $2,021,000,  together  with  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $365,000  to  be  derived  from  the  highway  trust  fund 
created  by  section  209  of  the  Highway  Kevenue  Act  of 
1 956. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Salaries  and  (expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
promotion  of  industrial  safety,  employment  stabilization,  and 
amicable  industrial  relations  for  labor  and  industry;  per¬ 
formance  of  safety  functions  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Employees’  Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  0. 
784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of  the  functions  vested  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  by  title  I  of  the  Labor-Management  Kelations  Act, 
1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  159  (f)  and  (g)  )  ;  and  not  less  than 
$382,575  for  the  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on 
National  Employ  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  July  13,  3949  (63  Stat. 

409)  :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  appropriation  for 
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the  President’s  Committee  shall  be  subject  to  reduction  or 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  existing  law ;  including  purchase  of  reports  and 
of  mateiial  for  informational  exliibits  and  expenses  of  attend¬ 
ance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  conferences 
concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards; 
$985,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  veterans’  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Por  expenses  necessary  to  render 
assistance  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment 
rights  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and  Service 
Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  308),  the 
Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0. 
App.  351),  the  Army  Beserve  and  Eetired  Personnel 
Service  Law  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  401 ) , 
and  section  9  of  the  Universal  Military  Training  and  Service 
Act  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  459),  and  the  Beserve  Forces  Act 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  598) ,  $542,000. 

BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  March  4,  1913  (5 
U.  S.  C.  611),  and  August  16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  C.  50), 
$3,600,000. 
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BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  nnem- 
ployment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil-service  laws, 
for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  and  not 
to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  hy  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  Angnst  2,  1940  (5  TJ.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5,558,000, 
of  which  $1,125,000  shall  he  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  title  IV  (except  section  602)  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Eeadjnstment  Act  of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and 
employment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  0,  1933,  as 
amended  (29  U.  S.  0.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying  into  effect 
section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s  Eeadjnstment  Act  of  1944, 
for  grants  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  0.  501-503), 
including,  upon  the  recpiest  of  an}^  State,  the  purchase  of 
e(pnpnient,  and  the  payment  of  rental  for  space  made  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  for 
necessary  expenses  including  purchasing  and  installing  of 
air-conditioning  erpiipment  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  employment  office  facilities  and  services  in  the  District  of 
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Columbia,  and  for  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  carrying  out  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Eead- 
justment  Assistance  Act  of  1952  (66  8tat.  684)  and  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  1130) , 
$249,814,000 :  Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  provision 
to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  from  time 
to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Ti'easury  for  payment 
to  eadi  State  found  to  be  in  (‘ompliance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of 
Puerto  Pico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  303  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
such  amounts  as  he  detennines  to  be  necessary  for  the  proper 
and  efficient  administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation 
law  and  of  its  })ublic  emplo^mient  offices:  Provided  further, 
That  such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department  shall  be  used 
for  the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  jointly 
determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of  official  mail 
matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by 
States  receiving  grants  herefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment  and 
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maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  the  merit  basis,  shall 
apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Emplo3mient  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis¬ 
lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classili(‘ation  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be¬ 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 
of  their  selection  l)y  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year :  Eor 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended, 
for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans:  For  paj^- 
ments  to  unemployed  veterans  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 


8 


1  the  Veterans’  Eeacljustinent  Assistance  Act  of  1952, 

2  $36,800,000. 

3  Uneinploynient  compensation  for  veterans,  next  sncceed- 

4  ing-  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  cnrrent 

5  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 

6  the  Veterans’  Eeadjnstment  Assistance  Act  of  1952,  such 

7  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  benefits  for  the  first  quarter 

8  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  and  the  ol)ligations  and 

9  expenditures  thereunder  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropria- 

10  tion  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

11  Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees: 

12  For  payments  to  unemployed  Federal  employees,  either  di- 

13  rectly  or  through  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title 
Id  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  $25,000,000. 

15  Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees, 

16  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  maldng,  after  May  31  of 
II  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized 
16  by  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such 

19  amounts  as  may  be  required  for  ])a3mient  to  unemployed 

20  Federal  employees  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 

21  fiscal  year,  and  the  obligations  and  expenditures  thereunder 

22  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal 

23  year. 

24  Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor  program: 

25  ■  U or  expenses,  not  -  otherwise  provided  -for,  necessary  to 
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caiTy  out  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  Labor  under 
the  Act  of  July  12,  1951  (65  Stat.  119),  as  amended, 
including  temporary  employment  of  persons  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws,  $2,236,200. 

BUREAU  OF  employees’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $113,400  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Appeals  Board,  $2,838,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $47,400  to  be  derived  from  the  fund  created 
by  section  44  of  the  Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’ 
Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.  S.  C.  906) . 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay¬ 
ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of 
benefits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War 
Benefits”  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation 
Act,  1947;  the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of 
recoveries  in  third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical 
and  hospital  services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral 
and  burial  expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  ex- 
H.  B.  6287 - 2 
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penses  incidental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial, 
for  such  enroUees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were 
certified  by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital 
services  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30, 
1943,  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian 
employees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  hmitations  and 
authority  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  796),  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services, 
treatment,  and  expenses  in  such  cases  and  for  payments  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  the  War  Claims  Act 
of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.,  app.  2012)  ;  such  amount  as  may  be 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  including  advances 
or  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and 
their  employees  for  services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $7,124,000. 

women’s  bureau 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
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June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  0.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 
reports  and  material  for  informational  exliibits,  $462,000. 

WAGE  AND  HOUE  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per¬ 
forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  conditions 
for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts  by 
the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  0.  35-45),  including  reimbursement  to  State, 
Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection 
services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for  expenses  of 
attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  con¬ 
ferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Division,  $10,- 
600,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Seo.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
concerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such 
appropriation  is  made. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 
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1  TITLE  II— DEPAETMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EHUCA- 

2  TIOH,  AND  WELEAEE 

3  AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  POR  THE  BLIND 

4  Education  of  the  blind:  Eor  carrying  out  the  Act  of 

5  March  3,  1879,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  0.  101-105), 

6  $328,000. 

7  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

8  Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  necessary  expenses  for  carry- 

9  ing  out  the  Eederal  Eood,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 

10  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act, 

11  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  0.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act 

12  (21  U.  S.  0.  141-149)  ;  the  Eederal  Caustic  Poison  Act 

13  (15  U.  S.  C.  401-411)  ;  and  the  Eilled  Milk  Act,  as 

14  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  61-64)  ;  reporting  and  illustrating 

15  the  results  of  investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  appa- 
15  ratus,  and  scientific  equipment;  payment  in  advance  for 

17  special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of  fees, 

18  travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  v^ith  studies  of  new 

19  developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement 

20  operations;  $9,300,000. 

21  Salaries  and  expenses,  certification,  inspection,  and 

22  other  services:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification 

23  or  inspection  of  certain  products,  and  for  the  establishment 

24  of  tolerances  for  pesticides,  in  accordance  with  sections  406, 

25  408,  504,  506,  507,  604,  702A,  and  706  of  the  Eederal 
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Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  0. 
346,  346a,  354,  356,  357,  364,  372a,  and  376) ,  the  ag¬ 
gregate  of  the  advance  deposits  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  to  cover  payments  of  fees  for  services  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  certifications,  inspections,  or  establishment  of 
tolerances,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific 
equipment;  expenses  of  advisory  committees;  and  the  refund 
of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has  been  rendered. 

feeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  furnishing,  repair¬ 
ing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in 
the  performance  of  then*  official  duties;  transfer  of  funds  to 
the  appropriation  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard  Univer- 
sity”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  personnel  de¬ 
tailed  to  the  hospital;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  actual  cost  of  heat,  light,  and  power 
furnished  by  such  university;  $3,000,000:  Provided,  That 
no  intern  or  resident  physician  receiving  compensation  from 
this  appropriation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  form  of  wages  or  salary  from  any  other 
appropriation  in  this  title:  Provided  further,  That  the 
District  of  Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freedmen’s 
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Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  in  advance 
at  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  such  amount  as  the 
Surgeon  General  calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of 
rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  the  care  of 
patients  certified  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered 
by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations 
shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  advance  of 
payment ;  but  proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have  been 
paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  each  quarter :  Provided  further,  That  the 
Surgeon  General  may  delegate  the  responsibilities  imposed 
upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 

GALLAITDET  COLLEGE 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  Gal- 
laudet  College,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous 
expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Public  Law  420),  $730,000: 
Provided,  That  Gallaudet  College  shall  be  paid  by  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  at  the  rate  of  $1,295  per  school  year  for  each 
student  attending  and  receiving  instruction  in  elementary 
or  secondary  education  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  March  1, 
1901  (31  D.  C.  Code  1008). 

Construction:  For  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
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buildings  and  facilities  on  the  grounds  of  Gallaudet  College, 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Pubhc  Law 
420) ,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  including  planning,  architectural,  and  engineering 
services,  $1,690,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959,  as  follows:  For  a  cafeteria  and  service  building  and  a 
men’s  dormitory,  together  with  alterations,  installations,  and 
equipment  in  connection  with  such  construction,  and  for 
beginning  roads,  walks,  and  grading  in  connection  with  such 
construction. 

HOWARD  HNIVEESITY 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  partial  support  of 
Howard  University,  including  personal  services  and  mis¬ 
cellaneous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
$3,800,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  of  a  physical  education  building  and  a  home 
economics  building,  $150,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  equipping  the  dental 
school  building  under  the  supervision  of  General  Services 
Administration,  $262,000,  to  remain  available  until  June 
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30,  1959,  and  such  amount  shall  he  in  addition  to  the 
hmitation  of  cost  established  by  Pubhc  Law  452,  Eighty- 
second  Congress. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (20 
IT.  S.  C.,  ch.  2) ,  and  section  202  of  said  Act  (70  Stat.  925) , 
section  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20  U.  S.  0.  29) , 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  0.  30), 
the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (20  U.  S.  0.  31),  including 
$4,000,000  for  extension  and  improvement  of  practical  nurse 
training,  $33,442,081 :  Provided,  That  the  apportionment 
to  the  States  under  section  3  (a),  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4) 
of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  shall  he  computed 
on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed  $29,267,081  for  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0. 
329),  $2,501,500. 

Grants  for  hbrary  services:  For  grants  to  the  States 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June  19,  1956,  as  amended  (70  Stat. 
293-296,  911) ,  $5,000,000. 

Payments  to  school  districts :  For  payments  to  local  edu- 
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cational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950,  as 
amended  (20  U.  S.  0.  ch.  13;  70  Stat.  909,  970-972), 
$127,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  also 
be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
such  Act. 

I 

Assistance  for  school  construction:  For  an  additional 
amount  for  providing  school  facilities  and  for  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized 
by  title  III  and  title  IV  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1950, 
as  amended  (20  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  14;  70  Stat.  909,  968-969), 
including  not  to  exceed  $700,000  for  necessary  expenses  of 
technical  services  rendered  by  other  agencies  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  for  title  IV,  $41,700,000,  to  remam 
available  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  salaries  or  other 
direct  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  SI 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries ;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult  educa¬ 
tion;  developing  library  participation  in  Federal  projects; 

H.  H.  6287 - 3 
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2  fostering  nationwide  coordination  of  research  materials  among 

2  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  development 

3  of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase,  distri- 

4  bution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 

5  picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
0  cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  apphances,  articles 

of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
g  of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
9  and  repairing  the  same;  and  cooperative  research,  surveys, 
20  and  demonstrations  in  education  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
22  July  26,  1954  (20  U.  S.  0.  331-332)  ;  $7,000,000,  of 

22  which  not  less  than  $550,000  shall  be  available  for  the 

23  Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  authorized. 

14  OFFICE  OF  vocational  EEHABILITATION 

15  Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies:  For  grants  to 

16  States  and  other  agencies  in  accordance  with  the  Voca- 

17  '  tional  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  $45,100,000,  of  which 

18  $40,000,000  is  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  under 

19  section  2  of  said  Act;  $1,500,000  is  for  extension  and  im- 

20  provement  projects  under  section  3  of  said  Act;  and 

21  $3,600,000  is  for  special  projects  under  section  4  of  said 

22  Act:  Provided,  That  allotments  under  section  2  of  said  Act 

23  to  the  States  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on 

24  the  basis  of  $53,000,000,  and  this  amount  shall  be  con- 
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sidered  the  sum  available  for  allotments  under  such  section 
for  such  fiscal  year. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  grants  to  States 
under  sections  2  and  3  of  the  Vocational  Kehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shah 
not  exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Training  and  traineeships:  For  training  and  traineeships 
pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  and  for  carrying  out  the  training  functions 
provided  for  in  section  7  of  said  Act,  $4,400,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936  (20 
U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A),  as  amended,  $1,330,000. 

POBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A) 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  in- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


20 


eluding  expenses  for  active  commissioned  officers  in  the 
Eeserve  Corps  and  for  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  six 
hundred  commissioned  officers  in  the  Eegular  Corps; 
and  except  as  otherwise  authorized  l)y  the  Act  of  September 
30,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C.  236-244),  for  expenses  of  primary 
and  secondary  schooling  of  dependents  of  Public  Health 
Service  personnel  stationed  in  foreign  countries,  in  amounts 
not  to  exceed  an  average  of  $250  per  student,  when  it  is 
detennined  l)y  the  Secretary  that  the  schools,  if  any,  avail¬ 
able  in  the  locality  are  unable  to  provide  adequately  for  the 
education  of  such  dependents,  and  for  the  transportation 
of  such  dependents  between  such  schools  and  their  places 
of  residence  when  the  schools  are  not  accessible  to  such 
dependents  1)y  regular  means  of  transportation;  and  for 
the  payment  of  compensation  to  consultants  or  individual 
scientists  appointed  for  hmited  periods  of  time  pursuant  to 
section  207  (e)  or  section  207  (f)  of  the  Act  at  rates 
established  by  the  Surgeon  General  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  annum ;  as  follows : 

Assistance  to  States,  general:  To  carry  out  the  purposes 
not  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  of  section  314  (c) 
of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  services  to  States  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make  field  investigations 
and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  to 
provide  for  collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  morbidity. 
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and  vital  statistics;  to  provide  traineeships  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  306  of  the  Act;  and  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  enter¬ 
tainment  of  officials  of  other  countries  when  specifically 
authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General;  $19,592,000. 

Grants  and  special  studies.  Territory  of  Alaska:  To  en¬ 
able  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct,  in  the  Service,  and  to 
cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  investigation,  prevention, 
treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation  services  pursuant  to 
and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections  301,  311,  314 
(without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (d),  (f) , 
(h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  371  of  the  Act,  including 
the  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  and  the 
purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings, 
$2,165,000. 

Venereal  diseases:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections 
314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 
diagnosis  and  treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  venereal 
diseases;  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies,  equip¬ 
ment;  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the  Act, 
and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health  author- 
H.  R.  6287 - 4 
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ities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  $4,415,000. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  $7,000,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$4,500,000  shall  be  available  only  for  grants  to  States, 
to  be  matched  by  an  equal  amount  of  State  and  local 
funds  expended  for  the  same  pui'pose,  for  direct  expenses  of 
prevention  and  case-finding  projects  including  salaries,  fees, 
and  travel  of  personnel  directly  engaged  in  prevention  and 
case-finding  and  the  necessary  equipment  and  supplies  used 
directly  in  prevention  and  case-finding  operations,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  purchase  of  care  in  hospitals  and  sanatoria. 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and 
361  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings;  and  hire, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft;  $6,200,000. 

Sanitary  engineering  activities:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided,  necessary  to  cany  out  those  provisions  of 
sections  301,  311,  314  (c),  and  361  of  the  Act  relating 
to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  environmental  health,  in- 
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eluding  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine  laws  and  inter¬ 
state  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  canying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Acts  of  July  14,  1955  (Public  Law  159) ,  and 
July  9,  1956  (Public  Law  660),  including  $2,700,000  for 
grants  to  States  and  $300,000  for  grants  to  interstate  agen¬ 
cies;  and  the  hire,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft; 
$12,640,000,  to  remain  available  only  until  June  30,  1958. 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction:  For 
payments  under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act,  as  amended,  $50,000,000,  to  remain  available  only 
until  June  30,  1959. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  under 
parts  C  and  G,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $121,- 
200,000,  of  which  $99,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for 
hospitals  and  related  facilities  pursuant  to  part  0,  $1,200,- 
000  shall  be  for  the  purposes  authorized  in  section  636  of 
the  Act,  and  $21,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for  facih- 
ties  pursuant  to  part  G,  as  follows:  $6,500,000  for  diag¬ 
nostic  or  treatment  centers,  $6,500,000  for  hospitals  for  the 
chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4,000,000  for  rehabilitation 
facilities,  and  $4,000,000  for  nursing  homes :  Provided,  That 
allotments  under  such  parts  C  and  G  to  the  several  States 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
amounts  equal  to  the  limitations  specified  herein. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 
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For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 
of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $1,450,000. 

Hospitals  and  medical  care :  For  carrying  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August 
8,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  150),  under  the  Dependents’  Medical 
Care  Act  (70  Stat.  250-254) ,  and  under  sections  307,  321, 
322,  324,  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and 
810  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  Private  Law  419 
of  the  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  and  Executive 
Order  9079  of  February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and 
exchange  of  farm  products  and  livestock ;  conducting  research 
on  technical  nursing  standards  and  furnishing  consultative 
nursing  services;  and  purchase  of  firearms  and  ammunition; 
$44,399,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  exclusively  avail¬ 
able  for  pa5nnents  to  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  for  care  and 
treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  leprosy:  Provided,  That 
when  the  Public  Health  Service  establishes  or  operates  a 
health  service  program  for  any  department  or  agency,  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in  advance  for 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  prevent¬ 
ing  the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign 
countries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance 
with  section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
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quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  otlier  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  in¬ 
surance  of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when 
required  by  law  of  such  countries,  $3,876,000. 

Indian  health  activities :  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of 
August  5,  1954  (42  U.  S.  C.  2001),  including  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
TJ.  S.  0.  55a)  (including  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  such 
services  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  for  individuals, 
when  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General)  ;  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  piu’chase  of  reprints;  payment 
for  telephone  service  in  private  residences  in  the  field,  when 
authorized  under  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary ;  and 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  sections  321  and  509  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  $40,000,000. 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities:  For  consti'uc- 
tion,  major  repair,  improvement,  and  equipment  of  health 
and  related  auxiliary  facilities,  including  quarters  for  per¬ 
sonnel;  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings; 
acquisition  of  sites;  purchase  and  erection  of  portable  build¬ 
ings;  and  purchase  of  trailers;  $3,096,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  such  expenditures 
may  be  made  through  the  Department  of  the  Interior  at 
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the  option  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  research  and 
services:  For  the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  including  research 
fellowships  and  grants  for  research  projects  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  301  of  the  Act;  regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic 
products,  and  conduct  of  research  related  thereto;  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $2,500  for  entertainment  of  visiting  scientists  when 
specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon  General;  erection  of 
temporary  structures;  and  gi’ants  of  therapeutic  and  chem¬ 
ical  substances  for  demonstrations  and  research;  $14,026,000. 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  nonprofit 
institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstrations, 
and  grants-in-aid;  and  to  contract  for  supplies  and  services 
by  negotiation,  without  regard  to  section  3709  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  in  connection  with  the  chemotherapy  pro¬ 
gram;  and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title 
IV,  part  A,  of  the  Act;  $46,902,000. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
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canying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  304, 
311,  312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental 
diseases,  $35,217,000. 

National  Heart  Institute:  Eor  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act, 
$33,436,000. 

Dental  health  activities:  Eor  expenses  not  othemise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $6,430,000. 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities:  For  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
arthi’itis,  rheumatism,  and  metabohc  diseases,  $17,885,000. 

Allergy  and  infectious  disease  activities:  For  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Act  relating  to  allergy  and  infectious  diseases, 
$17,400,000,  of  which  $150,000  shall  be  available  for  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Institute  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Laboratory. 

Neurology  and  bhndness  activities:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
neurology  and  blindness,  $18,887,000. 

Grants  for  construction  of  health  research  facilities:  For 
grants  pursuant  to  the  Health  Research  Facilities  Act  of 
1956,  $30,000,000. 
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National  Library  of  Medicine:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine  Act  (70  Stat.  960) ,  $1,450,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of 
the  Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for 
elsewhere,  including  preparing  information,  articles,  and 
publications  related  to  public  health ;  and  conducting 
studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health  methods; 
$5,100,000. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  cloth¬ 
ing  for  patients,  and  cooperation  with  organizations  or 
individuals  in  the  scientific  research  into  the  nature,  causes, 
prevention  and  treatment  of  mental  illness,  $3,000,000. 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 
For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 
equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepara¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  supervision 
of  construction,  $55,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may  be 
transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Construction,  treatment  and  cafeteria  building :  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifi- 
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cations  for  a  treatment  and  cafeteria  building  at  Saint 
Elizabeths  Hospital,  $180,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959 :  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 
be  transferred  to  General  Semces  Administration. 

SOCIAL  SEOUEITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance:  Eor  necessary  expenses,  not  more  than 

$130,000,000  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That  such 
amounts  as  are  required  shall  be  available  to  pay  the  cost 
of  necessary  travel  incident  to  medical  examinations  for 
verif3dng  disabilities  of  individuals  who  file  applications  for 
disability  determinations  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended. 

Advances  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  advances  to 
States  under  section  221  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  from  the  above  author¬ 
ization  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  aid 
to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the  Social 
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Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subchs.  I,  IV, 
X,  and  XIV),  $1,600,000,000,  of  which  such  amount  as 
may  be  necessary  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period 
in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent  to  March  3 1  of  that  year : 
Provided,  That  not  more  than  $104,000,000  of  the  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  for  expenses  of  State  and 
local  administration:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  cover  any  costs 
of  State  and  local  administration  incurred  prior  to  July  1, 
1957. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance :  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
$1,900,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6) ,  and  title  V  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V) , 
including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  pubhca- 
tions  of  the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 
$2,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  carry 
out  any  instructions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the 
care  of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons 
licensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided 
further.  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be  so  construed 
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1  as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 

2  practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund, 

3  so  long  as  State  laws  are  comphed  with:  Provided  further, 

4  That  any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 

5  obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 

6  shall  be  approved. 

7  Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 

8  grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services, 

9  services  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as 

10  authorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security 

11  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V), 

12  $41,500,000,  of  which  $15,000,000  shall  be  available  for 

13  services  for  crippled  children,  $16,500,000  for  maternal  and 
dd  child-health  sendees,  and  $10,000,000  for  child-welfare 

15  services :  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State  pursuant  to 

16  section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall  not  he  included 
l'^  in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
16  sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount  expended  or 

19  estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State:  Provided  further, 

20  That  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  available  under  section  502 

21  (b)  of  such  Act  shall  be  used  only  for  special  projects  for 

22  mentally  retarded  children. 

23  Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For 

24  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of 

25  Social  Security,  $300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
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$240,000,  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  and  section  705 
of  title  VII,  respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  in¬ 
curred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments 
under  each  of  such  titles  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation 
therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter  in 
the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  piior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECEETAEY 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Secretary:  For  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  $1,800,000, 
together  with  not  to  exceed  $260,000  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trast  fund. 
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Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  Field  Administration: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  Field  Administration, 
$2,300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $700,000  to  be 
transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel, 
$500,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $25,000  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  appropriation  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses,  certi¬ 
fication  and  inspection  services”,  and  not  to  exceed  $425,000 
to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  tmst  fund. 

Surplus  property  utilization:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j),  (k) ,  (n) , 
and  (o) ,  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real 
and  personal  excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and 
protection  of  pubhc  health,  $502,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  payment  in 
advance  for  dues  or  fees  for  fibrary  membership  in  organ¬ 
izations  whose  puhhcations  are  available  to  members  only 
or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  pubhc. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
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salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  expenses 
and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with 
the  functions  or  activities  for  which  such  appropriations  are 
made. 

Sec.  205.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131) . 

Sec.  206.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title 
to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants-in-aid  of 
State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 
operation  of  said  agencies,  including  the  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be 
withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have 
established  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation 
a  merit  system  and  classification  and  compensation  plan 
covering  the  selection,  tenure  in  ofiice,  and  compensation 
of  their  employees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  per¬ 
sonnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of 
the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  oflScers  or 
employees. 
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Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
transfers  of  motor  vehicles,  between  bureaus  and  offices, 
without  transfer  of  funds,  as  may  be  required  in  candying 
out  the  operations  of  the  Department. 

Sec.  208.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be 
used  to  pay  any  recipient  of  a  grant  for  the  conduct  of  a 
research  project  an  amount  for  indirect  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  such  project  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of 
the  direct  costs. 

Sec.  209.  None  of  the  obligational  authority  available 
to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
planning  and/or  construction  of  buildings  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  after  June  30,  1959. 

Sec.  210.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be 
used,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  construction  or  plan¬ 
ning  of  any  building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program,  nor 
shall  any  of  the  funds  provided  herein  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  person  who  assists  or  consults  with  anyone 
in  connection  with  the  construction  or  planning  of  any 
building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 
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TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 

BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 
vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 
(29  U.  S.  0.  141-167) ,  and  other  laws,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the 
Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman  or  the 
General  Counsel;  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms, 
or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131)  ; 
$9,384,800:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agii- 
cultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investiga¬ 
tions,  hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining 
units  composed  of  agricultmal  laborers  as  referred  to 
in  section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (29  U.  S.  C. 
152) ,  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations 
Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1938  (29  U.  S.  C.  203),  and  including  in  said 
definition  employees  engaged  in  the  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  ditches,  canals,  reservoirs,  and  waterways  when 
maintained  or  operated  on  a  mutual,  nonprofit  basis  and  at 
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least  95  per  centum  of  the  water  stored  or  supplied  thereby 
is  used  for  farming  purposes. 

TITLE  IVi-NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOAEI) 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessaiy  for  the 
National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $520,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  Eor  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  arbitration  hoards  established  under  section  7  of  the 
Eailway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  0.  157),  and 
emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to 
section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  0.  160),  including  steno¬ 
graphic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  8.  0.  55a),  $250,000. 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Eailroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 
re})orting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  8.  C.  55a),  $525,000,  of  which  not 
less  than  $155,000  shall  he  available  for  compensation  (at 
rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of  referees 
a])pointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Eailway  Labor  Act, 
as  amended. 
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TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board, 
when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  IT.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms  or  allow¬ 
ances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1114)  ;  $8,150,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
railroad  retirement  account. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND 
CONCILIATION  SERVICE 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 
Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 
182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 
as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  expenses  of  boards  of 
inquiry  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  206 
of  said  Act;  temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  concil¬ 
iators,  and  mediators  on  labor  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess 
of  $75  per  diem;  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle 
for  replacement  only  at  not  to  exceed  $3,000;  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial 
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relations;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  $3,550,000. 

TITLE  VII— INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 
Contribution  to  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 
River  Basin:  To  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
pay  in  advance  to  the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 
River  Basin  the  Federal  contribution  toward  the  expenses 
of  the  Commission  during  the  current  fiscal  year  in  the 
administration  of  its  business  in  the  conservancy  district 
established  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  11,  1940  (54  Stat. 
748),  $5,000. 

TITLE  VIII— UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 
For  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  United  States  Sol¬ 
diers’  Home,  to  be  paid  from  the  Soldiers’  Home  permanent 
fund,  $4,750,000,  of  which  $34,000  shall  remain  available 
until  June  30,  1959  for  construction  of  buildings  and  facili¬ 
ties,  including  demolition :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of  hospitalization  of 
members  of  the  Home  in  United  States  Army  hospitals  at 
rates  in  excess  of  those  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  Home  and  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  Army. 
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1  TITLE  IX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

2  Sec.  901.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

3  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 

4  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

5  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘^Departments  of  Labor, 

6  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act, 

7  1958.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  4,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committees  reported:  Agriculture,  ^dependent  Offices,  and 
Labor~HElJ  appropriation  bills i'ilutual  security  authori!zation  bill. 


SENATE 


1. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Approp^ations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.R, 
7441,  the  Agricultural  appropriation  bill  (p.  D50l\^Representatives  of  the 
Department  agencies  hava^een  advised  in  detail  of  cKe  Committee's  actions  on 
the  estimates  for  the  i^epartment.  Copies  of  the  billXcommittee  report,  and 
hearings  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  bud^t  offices,  as  soon 
as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  beeK.  worked  out  with  the 
Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the  materi^at  the  same  time 
this  office  wiLz  receive  it.  The  material  will  not  be  districted  from  this 
office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from  the  agencyNsudget  offices 
rather  than/trom  this  office.  At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  subpary  of  the 
Committee  >^tions. \ 


The  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments  the  following 
bills: 

HTR.  6070','  1958  independent-offices  appropriation  ^^8  o  total 

•^f-$4r,-378, 224^000,  a  deci'uaSe  Of  $6,976",'900'  from  the  House-passea  total  of 
$5,385,201,y0Q; — p.-p30r 


H.R.  6287,  1958  Labor  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  appropriation  bill, 
providing  a  total  of  $2,885,290,781,  an  increase  of  $38,459,200  over  the 
House-passed  total  of  $2,846,831,581.  p.  D501 
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2.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Relations  Coirmittee  ordered  reported  with  amendments 

^2130,  the  proposed  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1957.  As  approved  by  the 
Cotimittee  the  bill  would  reduce  the  total  authorization  requests  by  a  net 
of  §^7.3  million,  pp.  D501-2 

3.  SAFETY. \s.  931,  to  provide  for  reorganization  of  the  safety  functions  of/fche 

Government,  was  reported  without  amendment  by  the  Government  Operations/com¬ 
mittee  on'^une  5  (S.  Rept.  408).  This  bill  creates  in  the  Labor  Depa^ment  a 
Federal  Sar^y  Division  to  direct  and  coordinate  all  safety  educatiojwl 
programs  and  irelated  loss-prevention  procedures  conducted  by  the  v^ious 
Federal  agencies  and  to  carry  out  the  present  functions  of  the  Fe^ral  Safety 
Council;  require  Federal  agencies  to  include  in  their  budget  e^imates,  for 
safety  act ivities\  amounts  at  least  equal  to  those  recommended /Oy  the  Labor 
Department,  unlessN^he  departments  concerned  state  in  writing/co  the  Labor 
Department  and  the  Bh^dget  Bureau  their  reasons  for  not  doin^so;  and  imposes 
penalties  for  falsifymg  or  concealing  facts  relative  to  i^ury  or  death  of 
persons  compensable  un^r  the  Federal  Employees'  Compensal^ion  Act. 


4.  FORESTRY.  Received  from  GAO  thf 
Service  for  1955-56;  to  Governr 


HOUSE 

first  report  on  the /audit  of  the  Forest 
nt  Operations  Comnjittee.  p.  7638 


5.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCorma^xk  announced  that  the  following  measures  will 
be  considered  as  soon  as  the  civilNrights  bilyis  disposed  of,  possibly  this 
V7eek:  Conference  report  on  H.R.  72Zl^  the  third  supplemental  appropriation 
bill;  H.R.  6974,  to  extend  Public  Law\-80;  469,  to  extend  termination 

date  of  Federal  supervision  over  KlamatX  Indians;  and  H.R.  7163,  the  Federal 
construction  contract  procedures  bill,  7628 


6.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon. ,  June  10. 


7.  STATEHOOD.  Extension  of  remarks  6t  Rep.  Dawson  in^favor  of  Alaskan  statehood 
and  commenting  on  provisions  of  the  bill.  pp.  A44^-6 


8. 


9. 


763^ 


ITEMS /In  APPENDIX' 


FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Gary  inserted  an  editorial,  ’More  Pr^^^f  of  Foreign- Aid 
Waste-,'*  on  the  House  GoverjiJment  Operations  Committee  re^rt  on  foreign  aid 
operations,  p.  A4467 

Extension  of  remar^  of  Rep.  Smith  urging  the  expansi^  of  the  technical 
assistance  program  on  ji  long-term  basis,  p. 

Rep.  Haley  inserted  a  letter  from  a  constituent  protesting  the  size  of 
the  budget  and  contmued  foreign  aid.  p.  A4471 

Rep.  Sullivan/inserted  a  letter  from  a  Postal  employee  contending  that 
foreign  aid  shouLo  be  suspended  if  the  Government  couldn't  afford  \o  give  its 
workers  a  pay  i^rease.  pp.  A.4480-1  to 

Rep.  Bos^  inserted  a  column  relating/certain  foreign  aid  expen^tures 
and  criticizing  the  program,  p.  A4431 


BUDGET. 

criticiz 


Coad  inserted  an  editorial,  '  Who  Is. In  Charge  Do^m  There?’  , 
the  administration's  stand  on  the  budget,  pp.  A4469-70 


(tiZATION  ;  ELECTRIFICA.TION.  Rep.  Ullman  inserted  two  articles  concerning 
?ast  tax  writeoff  granted  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  pp.  A4470-1 


Calendar  No.  423 


85th  Congress  1 

SENATE 

j  Report 

1st  Session  f 

\  No.  416 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR,  AND  HEALTH,  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRI¬ 
ATION  BILL,  1958 


June  7,  1957. — Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  13,  1957 


Mr.  Hill,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6287] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  biU 
(H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the 
same  to  the  Senate  with  various  amendments  and  present  herewith 
information  relative  to  the  changes  made: 


Amount  of  biU  passed  by  House _ $2,  846,  831,  581 

^  Amount  added  by  Senate  (net) _  38,  459,  200 

Total  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  2,  885,  290,  781 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1957 _  2,  884,  858,  181 

Amount  of  the  regular  estimates,  1958 _  2,  981,  927,  581 

The  bUl  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Over  the  appropriations  for  1957 _  432,  600 

Under  the  estimates  for  1958 _  96,  636,  800 
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2  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 
Office  of  the  Secretary 


1957  appropriation _  $1,  775,  000' 

1958  budget  estimate _  I,  619,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  480,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  480,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  1957  appropriation  on  a  compa¬ 
rable  basis  is  $1,246,725.  Mandatory  increases  amount  to  $107,130, 
resulting  in  an  allowance  of  $126,145  over  the  1957  program  with 
the  mandatory  increases.  From  this  increase  $50,000  is  provided  for 
a  nonrecurring  rental  item  leaving  $76,145  increase  for  program  items. 

The  committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  the  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  funds  available  for  international  labor  affairs  but  i& 
providing  only  $200,000  for  this  activity. 

The  committee  has  included  a  proviso  to  increase  the  limitation 
applicable  to  1957  for  international  labor  affairs  for  $5,000.  This 
action  is  required  as  a  result  of  the  Federal  Executive  Pay  Act  of  ^ 
1956  which  added  $5,000  obligations  to  this  activity  for  the  payment  ^ 
of  additional  salary  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  International 
Affairs.  The  Department  had  requested  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  the  submission  of  language  to  increase  the  limitation  by  the 
amount  of  funds  required  to  pay  the  additional  salary,  but  the 
Budget  Bureau  failed  to  submit  the  necessary  language  estimate. 

Office  of  the  Solicitor 


1957  appropriation _ .$2,  021,  000 

Transfer  from  highway  trust  fund _  300,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  263,  000 

Transfer  from  highway  trust  fund _  365,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  021,  000 

Transfer  from  highway  trust  fund _  365,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  191,  000 

Transfer  from  highway  trust  fund _  None 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $170,000,  the  amount 
necessary  to  finance  the  mandatory  increases. 

The  committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  the  proviso  to  make 
available  $365,000  by  transfer  from  the  highway  trust  fund  for  the 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Solicitor  in  making  wage  determina-, 
tions  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  as  provided  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  the  legislative  history  and 
intent  in  the  enactment  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956  did  not 
contemplate  the  use  of  the  highway  trust  fund  for  this  purpose.  The 
question  was  submitted  to  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the 
Senate  for  an  informal  opinion  and  the  committee  was  advised  that 
“such  an  appropriation  from  the  trust  fund  is  not  authorized.” 

The  committee  is  aware,  of  course,  that  funds  will  be  required  to 
finance  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Labor  in 
making  these  wage  determinations,  necessary  for  the  negotiation  of 
contracts  in  the  Interstate  System.  The  current  rate  of  expenditure 
is  such  though  as  to  raise  serious  doubt  as  to  the  amount  necessary 
and  the  Department  is  directed  to  submit  a  supplemental  estimate  for 
consideration  by  the  Congress  prior  to  July  1,  1957. 


LA 
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Bureau  of  Labor  Standards 


1957  appropriation _  $911,  500 

1958  budget  estimate _  1,  167,  000 

House  allowance _  985,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  985,  000 


No  increase  over  the  House  allowance  is  recommended.  The  funds 
provided  are  sufficient  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  mandatory  increases 
amounting  to  $49,700. 

The  budget  presented  by  the  Department  sought  increases  for  a 
migratory  labor  program,  $41,000;  for  the  youth  employment  pro¬ 
gram,  $63,500;  for  conducting  the  President’s  Safety  Conference, 
$20,000;  for  extending  safety  services  to  industries  using  fissionable 
materials,  $20,000.  The  action  of  the  committee  allows  nothing  for 
these  increases  sought  for  increased  program  items. 

Bureau  of  Veterans’  Keemployment  Rights 


|jl957  appropriation _  $383,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  542,  000 

House  allowance _  542,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  542,  000 


This  allowance  provides  $159,000  over  the  1957  appropriation,  of 
which  $21,000  is  required  for  mandatory  items.  The  balance  is 
available  for  reducing  backlogs  and  improving  services  to  veterans. 

Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 


1957  appropriation _  $3,  399,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  3,  940,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  600,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  600,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  This  allowance  will  provide  only  for 
the  mandatory  increases  amounting  to  $187,400. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  any  of  the  program  increases  sought  in  the 
budget  presentation,  including  that  for  $205,700  for  an  extension  of 
the  Bureau’s  training  service.  The  committee  was  informed  that 
there  was  no  area  of  disagreement  between  the  Department  of  Labor 
and  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  connection 
^ith  this  proposed  extension  of  the  Bureau’s  training  activities. 
pThere  was,  however,  a  wide  divergence  of  opinion  of  the  necessity 
for  this  increased  program  among  State  leaders  in  the  vocational 
education  field. 

The  Congress  was  advised  that  the  Department’s  contemplated 
plans  are  authorized  by  the  act  creating  the  Department.  But 
there  seems  to  be  some  area  of  disagreement  in  this  connection,  and 
it  is  suggested  to  the  Department  that  they  submit  to  the  Congress 
legislative  proposals  to  spell  out  in  very  definite  terms  the  program 
and  the  authority  which  they  need  to  embark  upon  this  activity. 
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Bureau  of  Employment  Security 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $5,  558,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  6,  358,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  558,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  125,  600 

Transfer  from  Unemployment  Trust  Fund _  5,  874,  400 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $442,000,  sufficient  to 
finance  the  mandatory-increase  items  and  to  provide  for  the  progi’am 
for  older  worker  studies  previously  financed  through  the  office  of  the 
Secretary. 

The  Bureau’s  budget  contemplated  program  increases  to  cost 
$357,960  and  to  add  51  additional  employees.  The  principal  items 
sought  were  for  regional-office  leadership  of  State  evaluation  programs 
to  get  more  effective  State  unem.ployment  insurance  and  employm.ent 
service  programs,  $85,970;  to  maintain  State  audits  on  a  current  basi^ 
and  expand  surveys  of  fiscal  management  and  control  in  State  agencies^ 
$55,460;  for  new  labor  market  analysis,  particularly  in  areas  of  per¬ 
sistent  and  substantial  unemployment,  $47,375;  and  to  strengthen 
State  control  of  tax  and  claim.s  administration,  $40,015.  The  amount 
recommended  by  the  committee  will  finance  none  of  these  contem¬ 
plated  increases. 

The  funds  sought  for  this  item  are  charged — with  the  exception  of 
$125,600  relating  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  for  Federal  em.ployees’  programs — under  the 
term.s  of  the  Employment  Security  Administrative  Financing  Act  of 
1954  to  the  earmarked  three-tenths  of  1  percent  of  the  Federal  Un¬ 
employment  Tax  Act.  These  earmarked  funds  are  available  only  for 
the  administrative  expenses  of  the  program  and  for  payment  to  the 
States’  accounts  for  use  either  for  the  payment  of  unemploym.ent- 
insurance  benefits  or,  where  specifically  appropriated  by  the  State 
legislature,  for  the  payment  of  employment-security  administrative 
expenses.  The  estimated  net  collections  from  this  tax  in  1958  of 
$321,000,000  will  be  disbursed  in  its  entirety  either  as  administrative 
expenses  or  as  surplus  to  State  accounts  regardless  of  the  action  taken 
on  this  budget  estimate  or  that  for  grants  to  States. 

Inasmuch  as  these  funds,  with  the  exception  of  the  minor  item^ 
cited  above,  are  later  offset  by  payment  to  the  Treasury  out  or 
earmarked  tax  collections  imposed  by  the  Federal  Unemployment 
Tax  Act,  three-tenths  of  1  percent,  the  committee  has  provided  that 
the  funds,  except  for  $125,600,  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the 
unemplo5ment  trust  fund  on  a  basis  similar  to  that  currently  made 
for  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  and  for  the  Bureau  of  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  out  of  their  respective  trust  funds. 

grants  to  states  for  unemployment  compensation  and  employ¬ 
ment  SERVICE  ADMINISTRATION 


1957  appropriation _  $250,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  270,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  249,  814,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  260,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  that  an  additional  $10,000,000  over 
the  current  year’s  appropriation  be  made  available,  and  that  the 
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contingency  fund  carried  in  the  bill  for  the  past  8  years  and  available 
only  to  meet  increased  costs  of  administration  resulting  from  changes 
in  the  State  law  or  increases  in  the  number  of  claims  filed  and  claims 
paid  or  increased  salary  costs  resulting  from  changes  in  State  salary 
compensation  plans,  which  increases  in  administration  cannot  be 
provided  for  by  normal  budgetary  adjustment,  be  provided  in  the 
amount  of  $10,000,000.  The  increase  recommended  will  provide 
$7,745,000  estimated  to  be  necessary  to  cover  increases  in  State 
salaries  and  the  balance,  and  $2,255,000  is  provided  to  meet  several 
of  the  estimated  increases  in  workloads. 

As  pointed  out  in  tlie  item  next  above,  funds  for  this  item  are 
charged  to  the  unemployment  trust  fund,  and  at  the  end  of  the  year 
the  Treasury  is  reimbursed  for  all  expenditures  from  this  account, 
that  is  the  advance  from  the  Treasury  to  the  Department  under  this 
head  is  offset  by  reimbursement  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  by 
payment  out  of  the  collections  under  the  Federal  Unemployment 
ff’ax  Act.  Funds  in  the  Federal  unemployment  account  of  the 
Unemployment  Trust  Fund  cannot  exceed  $200  million,  the  excess 
being  immediately  distributed  to  States’  accounts. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  TO  VETERANS 


1957  appropriation _ $70,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  42,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  36,  800,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  36,  800,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that 
the  allowance  will  be  entirely  adequate.  Attention  is  directed  to  the 
experience  over  the  past  several  years,  which  indicates  that  the 
Department  has  grossly  overestimated  its  needs  for  this  program. 
For  fiscal  year  1955,  the  budget  estimates  amount  to  $144,000,000; 
Congress  provided  $126,000,000;  the  expenditures  amounted  to 
$106,916,550.  For  fiscal  year  1956  the  budget  estimate  was  $150,- 
000,000;  Congress  allowed  $120,000,000;  the  actual  expenditures  were 
only  $70,096,109.  For  the  current  fiscal  year  the  revised  budget 
estimate,  reduced  after  the  official  submission  of  the  budget  in  January, 
was  $90,000,000.  Congress  allowed  $70,000,000.  Indications  are 
|that  expenditures  will  be  $55,000,000. 

Whatever  funds  are  required  must  be  made  available  by  the 
Congress.  But  the  estimates  from  the  Department  have  been  so 
unrealistic  that  their  demand  for  $42,000,000  for  fiscal  1958  for  this 
program  does  not  appear  to  be  justified. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FOR  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 


1957  appropriation _ _ _  $25,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  32,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  25,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  25,  000,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that 
the  allowance  will  be  entirely  sufficient  to  pay  these  statutory  bene¬ 
fits.  There  will  be  available,  in  addition  to  this  appropriation  of 
$25,000,000,  a  carryover  balance  of  some  $3,000,000  from  the  current 
year,  to  make  available  a  total  of  $28,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year,  an  allowance  of  some  $3,000,000  in  excess  of  the  current  year 
requirements. 
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MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM 


1957  appropriation _  12,  125,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  683,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  236,  200 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $263,800.  This  will 
provide  funds  for  the  mandatory  increases  amounting  to  $95,000;  an 
additional  $34,900  for  contracting  an  estimated  62,000  more  Mexican 
nationals  and  the  balance  for  a  more  intensive  program  of  making 
wage  determinations,  investigating  and  settling  complaints  and  ter¬ 
minating  and  extending  contracts  at  the  site  of  employment. 

Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  .$2,  347,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  838,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  838,  000| 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  838,  000 


The  funds  here  recommended  provide  for  the  proposed  further  de¬ 
centralization  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act  program 
to  thi'ee  additional  field  offices  to  be  located  in  Boston,  New  York, 
and  Chicago. 

The  Bureau  was  provided  with  funds  during  fiscal  year  1953  to 
expand  its  field  office  in  San  Francisco  to  service  Federal  employees’ 
claims  reported  from  Federal  establishments  in  the  six  Southwestern 
States  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  advantages  of  operating  this  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  decentralized  basis.  The  experience  of  this  office  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  the  advantages  of  a  decentralized  operation. 

employees  compensation  fund 
(Annual  Indefinite) 

Provision  is  here  made  for  an  annual  indefinite  appropriation  of 
such  amoimt  as  may  be  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
the  payment  of  statutory  benefits  to  Federal  employees  injured  in 
the  course  of  employment.  ^ 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 


1957  appropriation _  .$6,  875,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  7,  768,  000 

House  allowance _  7,  124,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  225,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $101,000,  an  amount 
sufficient  to  pay  the  mandatory  increases  in  1958.  The  Bureau  had 
sought  increases  for  new  programs  amounting  to  $526,950  and  76 
additional  employees.  The  committee  recommendation  will  enable 
the  Bureau  to  retain  its  1957  strength  and  to  operate  its  activities  at 
the  1957  level. 
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Women’s  Bureau 


1957  appropriation _  $403,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  462,  000 

House  allowance _  462,  000 

'Committee  recommendation _  462,  000 


This  allowance  provides  $20,562  for  mandatory  increases  for  the 
continuing  staff  and  $58,000  for  the  establishment  of  a  field  service 
consisting  of  4  field  representatives  and  2  supporting  clerical  staff. 

Wage  and  Hour  Division 


1957  appropriation _  $9,  988,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  10,  888,  000 

House  allowance _  10,  600,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  10,  600,  000 


No  increase  over  the  House  allowance  is  recommended.  There  is 
included  in  the  1958  budget  for  the  Division  a  request  for  $781,600  to 
cover  mandatory  cost  increases,  including  $232,000  for  regular  pro¬ 
motion  costs  based  on  long  established  policy  of  hiring  investigators  at 
GS-7  and  promoting  them  to  grade  GS-9  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
requisite  training  period. 

The  Division  will  be  enabled  to  effect  these  promotions  and  to  pay 
the  balance  of  the  mandatorv^  increases  by  reducing  funds  sought  for 
compliance  and  enforcement. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Americ.an  Printing  House  for  the  Blind 


1957  appropriation _ $230,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  328,  000 

House  allowance _  328,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  328,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  for  the  full  amount 
of  the  budget  estimate. 

This  appropriation  provides  Federal  funds  for  the  free  Braille  text¬ 
books  and  other  educational  materials  needed  for  the  education  of  the 
Nation’s  blind  children.  This  allowance,  together  with  the  $10,000 
permanent  annual  appropriation,  will  provide  a  per  capita  allowance 
of  $30.93  for  each  blind  student  compared  to  the  $30.04  made  available 
in  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 
salaries  and  expenses 


1957  appropriation _ $6,  779,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  9,  300,  000 

House  allowance _  9,  300,  000 

■Committee  recommendation _  9,  300,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1958 
totaling  $9,300,000  for  enforcement  operations,  an  increase  of 
$2,521,000  or  37  percent  over  the  sum  appropriated  for  the  current 
fiscal  year.  This  proposed  increase  brings  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  a  step  closer  to  achieving  the  objectives  outlined  in 
the  Citizens’  Advisory  Committee  recommendations,  as  well  as 
carrying  forth  the  policy  of  strengthening  enforcement  of  the  food 
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and  drug  laws.  The  estimate  contemplates  the  addition  of  162  new 
employees,  45  in  the  departmental  service  and  117  in  the  field  service. 

The  committee  has  added  authorization  for  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  89  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  51  are  for  replacement 
only.  Inspectional  personnel  are  required  to  be  in  almost  constant 
travel  status  and  the  inspector  is  required  to  carry  as  much  as  350 
pounds  of  equipment  in  the  automobile,  the  equipment  costing  in 
excess  of  $600.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  it  will  be  more 
economical  to  provide  the  vehicles  than  to  pay  employees  for  the 
operation  of  personally  owned  cars. 

Certification,  Inspection,  and  Other  Services 
(Annual  indefinite) 

Funds  for  this  program  are  derived  from  the  collection  of  fees  for 
the  certification  of  certain  antibiotics,  coal-tar  colors  and  insulin; 
inspection  of  seafood  packing  plants,  and  the  establishment  of  tol¬ 
erances  for  pesticide  residues.  Regulations  require  parties  who  avail 
themselves  of  the  services  to  make  advance  deposits  to  insure  pay¬ 
ment  for  services  rendered.  Where  no  services  are  rendered  or  are 
below  those  contemplated,  refunds  are  made  to  the  depositors. 

Freedmen’s  Hospital 


1957  appropriation _  $2,  801,  400 

1958  budget  estimate _  3,  032,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  000,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$32,000  below  the  budget  estimate.  The  Department  advised  the 
committee  that  the  reduction  of  $32,000  provided  by  the  House 
allowance  would  aU  be  assessed  against  the  request  for  additional 
nursing  positions. 

The  estimate  contemplated  increases  of  approximately  $250,000  for 
mandatory  items  and  approximately  $95,000  for  new  program  items, 
for  a  total  change  of  $344,200  after  adjustments  in  the  1957  appro¬ 
priation. 

A  report  to  the  committee  on  the  effect  of  the  House’s  action 
indicated  that  aU  of  the  requested  increases  went  for  mandatory 
items,  and  new  program  items  totaling  approximately  $95,000  would 
be  allowed  but  that  the  reduction  would  be  absorbed  by  a  decrease  in 
the  nursing  program.  The  committee  directs  that  no  decrease  be 
effected  in  the  nursing  program. 

Gallaudet  College 


1957  appropriation _ $615,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  .730,  000 

House  allowance _  730,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  730,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  of  $730,000,  the 
budget  estimate.  This  estimate  contemplates  the  addition  of  13 
additional  employees  for  extension  of  the  research  program,  for 
strengthening  the  instructional  program,  and  for  increased  auxiliary 
operating  costs,  including  maintenance  and  operation  of  new  buildings. 
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CONSTRUCTION 


1957  appropriation _ $2,  547,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  I,  690,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  690,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  690,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  budget  estimate  for  the  third  stage 
in  the  construction  program.  The  progi'am,  which  has  previously 
received  appropriations  amounting  to  $4,772,000,  is  brought  to 
$6,462,000  by  the  amount  here  recommended,  leaving  a  total  of 
$2,340,000  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959. 

This  allowance  will  provide  construction  funds  for  a  cafeteria  and 
service  building,  for  a  men’s  residence  hall,  and  for  certain  outside 
services,  roads,  walks,  and  grating. 

Howard  University 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _ $3,  300,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  4,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  800,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  800,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  $200,000  less  than 
the  budget  estimate  but  an  increase  of  $500,000  over  the  current 
year’s  appropriation. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  the  allowance  will  be  entirely 
adequate  to  finance  the  continued  operation  of  the  college  on  a  high 
level. 

PLANS  AND  SPECIFICATIONS 


1958  budget  estimate _ $150,  000 

House  allowance _  150,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  150,  000 


This  allowance  includes  $80,000  for  plans  on  a  physical-education 
building  to  cost  $4,600,000  and  complete  plans  on  a  home-economics 
building  to  cost  $1,175,000. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  BUILDINGS 


1957  appropriation _ $100,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  262,  000 

House  allowance _  262,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  262,  000 


This  allowance  wiU  provide  funds  to  complete  the  equipping  of  the 
dental-school  building. 

Office  of  Education 

PROMOTION  AND  FURTHER  DEVELOPMENT  OF  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION 


1957  appropriation _ $31,  442,  081 

1958  budget  estimate _  33,  750,  081 

House  allowance _  33,  442,  081 

Committee  recommendation _  33,  750,  081 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $308,000  to  make  avail¬ 
able  the  full  amount  authorized  by  the  Vocational  Education  A.ct  of 
1946,  as  amended.  These  additional  funds  will  provide  $228,000  for 
vocational  education  in  the  fishery  trades  and  industry  and  distributive 


S.  Rept.  416,  86-1 - 2 
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occupations  therein  and  $80,000  for  grants  for  vocational  education 
in  Guam. 

Authority  was  granted  in  the  appropriation  act  for  the  current  year 
to  permit  the  redistribution  of  funds  which  States  and  Territories 
are  not  prepared  to  use,  among  other  States  and  Territories  applying 
therefor  for  use  in  the  programs  for  which  the  funds  were  originally 
apportioned.  The  budget  estimate  requested  the  continuance  of  this 
authority,  and  the  committee  recommends  its  inclusion.  It  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  this  provision  will  make  full  use  of  available  funds  for  the 
purposes  intended. 

FURTHER  ENDOWMENT  OF  COLLEGES  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  MECHANIC 

ARTS 


1957  appropriation _  $2,  501,  500 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  501,  500 

House  allowance _  2,  501,  500 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  501,  500 


The  committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate,  the  full  amount 
authorized  by  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act,  under  which  funds  are  made 
available  to  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  in  the  several  States,. 
Hawaii,  and  Alaska.  Each  State  and  Territory  receives  annually 
$20,000  plus  a  proportionate  share  of  the  balance,  $1,501,500,  allotted 
on  a  population  basis. 

GRANTS  FOR  LIBRARY  SERVICES 


1957  appropriation _  $2,  050,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  3,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  5,  000,  OOO 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  for  this  item,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate. 

The  Library  Services  Act  provides  for  the  further  extension  of 
public  hbrary  services  by  the  several  States  to  the  rural  areas  without 
such  services  or  with  inadequate  service.  Library  authorities  estimate 
that  currently  some  27  million  people,  mostly  in  the  rural  areas,  in  the 
United  States  are  without  access  to  local  public  library  services,  and 
an  additional  53  milhon  have  only  inadequate  service.  A  total  of 
$7,500,000  is  authorized  for  this  program  annually  for  the  next  suc- 
ceediug  4  fiscal  years. 

The  committee  recommends  the  addition  of  the  following  proviso: 

Provided,  That  the  amount  of  any  State’s  allotment  from  this 
appropriation  which  such  State  certifies  mil  remain  unpaid  to 
it  on  June  SO,  1959,  may  he  reallotted  hy  the  Commissioner 
among  other  States  applying  therefor  in  proportion  to  their  rural 
population,  and  deemed  part  of  such  allotments,  except  that  no 
State’s  allotment  shall  be  so  increased  as  to  exceed  the  allotment 
which  would  he  made  to  it  were  this  appropriation  equal  to  the 
maximum  authorized  under  such  Act. 

This  provision  will  permit  the  redistribution  of  funds  which  States 
and  Territories  are  not  prepared  to  use  among  other  States  and  Terri¬ 
tories  applying  therefor.  It  is  anticipated  that  this  provision  will  per¬ 
mit  full  use  of  available  funds  for  the  purposes  intended. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS 


1957  appropriation - $113,  050,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  127,  000,  000 

House  allowance -  127,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  127,  000,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  for  the  full  budget 
estimate.  Payments  to  school  districts  under  Public  Law  874,  as 
amended,  are  authorized  through  fiscal  year  1958,  and  it  is  estimated 
that  this  allowance  w^Ul  permit  the  payment  of  full  entitlements  for 
the  year. 

Payments  are  made  to  the  school  districts  based  on  entitlements 
in  accordance  with  the  formula  contained  in  the  act.  The  full  amount 
of  the  entitlements  has  been  appropriated  each  year  since  the  author¬ 
ization  was  passed,  with  the  exception  of  the  first  year,  1951,  when 
97.98  percent  of  entitlements  were  provided  for  in  the  appropriation 
of  $29,080,788,  leaving  a  deficit  of  $605,229,  against  entitlements 
totaling  $29,686,017;  and  in  fiscal  year  1955,  when  the  appropriation 
of  $75,000,000  provided  for  payment  of  99.64  percent  of  entitlements, 
totaling  $75,270,176. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  SCHOOL  CONSTRUCTION 


1957  appropriation _  $108,  500,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  41,  800,  000 

House  allowance _  41,  700,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  41,  700,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$100,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  a  decrease  in  the  funds  provided 
for  transfer  to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  for  certain 
technical  services. 

Assistance  for  school  construction  under  Public  Law  815,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  authorized  through  fiscal  year  1958.  These  funds  are  provided 
to  assist  local  school  districts  to  help  build  schools  needed  to  house 
increased  numbers  of  children  in  federally  affected  areas.  Provision  is 
also  made  and  $4,000,000  is  provided  for  the  Federal  construction 
of  schools  on  Federal  property  where  no  local  agency  is  able  to  accept 
responsibility  for  providing  free  public  education  to  pupils  residing 
on  such  property. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $5,  270,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  7,  500,  000 

House  aUow'ance _  7,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  000,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  of  $7,000,000, 
$500,000  less  than  the  budget  estimate.  The  allowance  provides  the 
full  amount  requested  for  mandatory  increases.  This  will  permit 
the  Office  of  Education  to  continue  each  activity  in  1958  at  the  same 
level  plus  the  cost  of  the  mandatory  increases.  And,  in  addition, 
this  allowance  will  provide  the  full  budget  estimate  for  research 
projects,  including  those  providing  for  the  education  of  the  mentally 
retarded. 
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president’s  committee  on  EDUCATION  BEYOND  THE  HIGH  SCHOOL 


1957  appropriation _  $150,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  300,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

^Committee  recommendation _  200,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  allowance  of  $200,000  to  enable  the 
President’s  Committee  to  fulfill  its  statutory  duty  of  making  a  final 
report  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  December 
31,  1957.  The  funds  recommended  will  provide  the  necessary  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  for  this  purpose  and  expenses  for  liquidation  of  the 
program  thereafter. 

GRANTS  FOR  STATE  COMMITTEES  ON  EDUCATION  BEYOND  THE  HIGH 

SCHOOL 


1958  budget  estimate _ $650,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  None 


No  funds  are  provided  for  this  request.  The  estimate  was  considered 
by  the  Congress  in  connection  with  the  Third  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1957.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  following  the 
final  report  of  the  President’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the 
High  School  due  not  later  than  December  31,  1957,  Congress  should 
again  consider  what  steps  should  be  taken  to  effect  any  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations. 


Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation 

GRANTS  TO  STATES  AND  OTHER  AGENCIES 


1957  appropriation _  $39,  500,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  45,  100,  000 

House  allowance _  45,  100,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  45,  100,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  of  $45,100,000,  the 
full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  to  provide  $40,000,000  for  voca¬ 
tional  rehabilitation  services  under  section  2,  $1,500,000  for  extension 
and  improvement  projects  under  section  3,  and  $3,600,000  for  special 
projects  under  section  4. 

This  allowance  is,  in  the  view  of  the  committee,  sufficient  to  provide 
maximum  Federal  funds  which  States  can  match  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act. 

TRAINING  AND  TRAINEESHIPS 


1957  appropriation _  $2,  950,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  4,  400,  000 

House  allowance _  4,  400,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  4,  400,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  of  $4,400,000,  the 
full  budget  estimate,  to  provide  an  additional  sum  of  $778,850  for 
teaching  grants  and  $671,150  for  traineeships. 

There  is  carried  in  the  1957  appropriation  a  requirement  that  not 
less  than  $200,000  shall  be  available  only  for  prosthetics  education 
programs.  The  Department  allotted  out  of  the  1957  appropriation  a 
total  of  $204,000  for  this  purpose  and  included  in  its  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958  a  request  for  $210,000  for  continued  support  of  the 
programs  now  underway  in  prosthetics  education.  Since  their 
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estimate  calls  for  the  continued  support  in  excess  of  the  1957  limita¬ 
tion,  it  is  felt  that  the  limitation  should  be  removed. 

Section  4  of  the  act  authorizes  grants  to  schools,  universities,  and 
other  agencies  to  pay  part  of  the  cost  of  training  projects  and  trainee- 
ships.  The  grantee  must,  in  every  instance,  assume  a  part  of  the 
program  or  course  for  which  the  Federal  gi’ant  is  made.  In  fiscal  year 
1955,  the  first  year  of  operations,  the  grantee’s  share  was  required, 
under  the  terms  of  the  appropriation,  to  be  at  least  one-third  of  the 
total  training  cost.  The  one-third  matching  requirement  is  no  longer 
applicable,  but  during  1956,  the  last  year  for  which  accurate  data  are 
available,  the  grantee’s  share  averaged  45  percent  of  the  total  training 
cost. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $1,  160,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  1,  445,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  330,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  330,  000 


^  The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  of  $1,330,000,  a 
reduction  of  $115,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  but  $170,000  above 
the  1957  appropriation. 

This  allowance  will  provide  the  requested  $71,360  needed  for  manda¬ 
tory  increases  and  $98,640  and  19  additional  employees  for  a  strength¬ 
ened  field  service  in  order  to  administer  the  expanding  vocational 
rehabilitation  program  in  the  States. 

Public  Health  Service 

ASSISTANCE  TO  STATES,  GENERAL 


1957  appropriation _  $17,  591,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  24,  609,  000 

House  allowance _  19,  592,  000 

Committee  recommendation. _ _  22,  592,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $3,000,000  to  provide 
the  full  amount  requested,  $15,000,000,  for  grants  for  general  health 
activities  in  the  States.  The  request  for  special  language  and 
$1,500,000  for  new  programs  of  special  projects  in  health  of  the  aged 
and  cbronic  disease  has  been  disallowed  for  the  reasons  enumerated 
I  in  the  House  report  on  the  bill. 

The  additional  funds  recommended  will  permit  an  increase  for  local 
health  departments  in  number  of  physicians,  nurses,  sanitarians,  and 
other  professional  personnel  providing  preventive  health  services  to 
the  people  of  the  community ;  increased  quality  and  scope  of  preventive 
health  services  at  the  local  level,  particularly  through  the  stimulation 
and  support  of  health  services  for  older  persons,  services  for  the 
prevention  and  control  of  chronic  diseases,  occupational  health  services 
and  other  newer  and  vitally  needed  health  services;  and  establish 
local  preventive  health  services  in  counties  and  cities  where  no 
organized  health  programs  now  exist. 

Attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that,  Avith  a  population  increase 
of  more  than  20  million  during  the  past  decade,  there  are  no  more 
organized  local  health  departments  than  there  were  10  years  ago. 
This  means  that  18  million  people  are  living  in  areas  with  no  full¬ 
time,  organized  community  health  services,  and  millions  more  live 
in  areas  where  such  services  are  only  fragmentary. 
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The  approval  of  the  House  allowance  for  other  items  in  this  account 
will  provide  the  full  amount  requested  for  mandatory  items,  $175,000 
and  wdl  provide  the  additional  $1,000,000  requested  for  grants  for 
public-health  training  to  make  available  $2,000,000  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year;  and  for  the  health  of  aged  and  chronic  diseased  there  is 
provided  $462,900  with  49  additional  employees.  For  accident  pre¬ 
vention  there  is  provided  $292,300  and  21  additional  employees. 

GRANTS  AND  SPECIAL  STUDIES,  TERRITORY  OP  ALASKA 


1957  appropriation _ $1,  170,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  165,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  165,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  165,  000 


This  allowance  provides  $1,000,000  to  assist  the  Territory  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  integrated  mental-health  program,  including  outpatient  and 
inpatient  care  and  treatment  of  the  Alaskan  mentally  ill,  as  provided 
in  the  Alaska  Mental  Health  Enabling  Act  of  1956. 

The  act  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $1,000,000  for  each  of  the 
2  fiscal  years,  1958  and  1959,  at  which  time  the  appropriation  wfil  be 
reduced  to  $800,000,  and  for  a  successive  reduction  of  $200,000  each 
second  year  thereafter,  until  the  Territory  of  Alaska  will  be  required 
to  assume  full  fiscal  responsibility  after  June  30,  1967. 

VENEREAL  DISEASES 


1957  appropriation _  $4,  195,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  4,  415,  000 

House  allowance _  4,  415,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  4,  415,  000 


This  allowance  will  provide  $1,700,000  for  grants  to  States  for  vene¬ 
real-disease  control,  a  grant  which  was  increased  last  year  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  from  $1,200,000  to  $1,700,000.  Mandatory  increases  will  re¬ 
quire  approximately  $126,000  leaving  approximately  $94,000  with  five 
new  employees  for  expansion  of  research  on  syphilis. 

Evidence  presented  to  the  committee  indicated  a  disappointing  rise 
in  incidence  of  this  disease.  On  the  other  hand,  the  committee 
learned  that  there  is  definite  progress  in  more  effective  techniques  of 
diagnosis  and  case  finding  and  continuing  work  on  the  development  of 
an  immunizing  agent  for  syphilis.  A  rapid  diagnostic  test  performed 
on  whole  blood  rather  than  serum  and  conducted  in  a  few  minutes 
without  extensive  laboratory  facility  offers  great  promise. 

TUBERCULOSIS 


1957  appropriation _  $6,  660,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  7,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  7,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance,  the  full  budget 
estimate,  an  increase  of  $340,000  over  the  1957  appropriation. 

The  increase  recommended  will  provide  $115,000  for  mandatory 
items,  and  $225,000  for  expansion  of  the  research  program  on  the 
effectiveness  of  isoniazid  in  prevention  of  tuberculosis.  Preliminary 
findings  are  so  promising  as  to  encourage  a  vigorous  continuation  of 
this  work. 
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COMMUNICABLE  DISEASES 


1957  appropriation _ $5,  750,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  6,  260,  000 

House  allowance _  6,  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  6,  250,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $50,000  over  the  House 
to  allow  $6,250,000,  a  reduction  of  $10,000  below  the  budget  estimate 
but  an  increase  of  $500,000  over  the  1957  appropriation.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommendation  will  provide  $50,000  to  enable  the  Com¬ 
municable  Disease  Center  to  intensify  its  program  in  connection  with 
rabid  bats,  particularly  in  the  Southwestern  States.  But  the  condi¬ 
tion  also  prevails  in  other  parts  of  the  country.  Justification  for  the 
committee  recommendation  appears  on  pages  1021  to  1033  of  the 
hearings. 

Sanitary  Engineering  Activities 


1957  appropriation _ $9,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  13,  063,  000 

House  allowance _  12,  640,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  12,  640,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  representing  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $423,000  under  the  budget  estimate  but  an  increase  of 
$3,640,000  over  the  1957  appropriation. 

This  allowance  provides  the  increases  for  the  mandatory  items 
amounting  to  approximately  $595,000,  an  additional  $1,192,795  for 
air  pollution,  and  an  additional  $1,828,960  for  water  supply  and  water 
pollution  control. 

The  Department  had  sought  the  restoration  of  $213,000  for  research, 
training,  and  technical  assistance  in  the  radiological  health  activity. 
It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  enlargement  of  this  program 
is  somewhat  premature  to  educate  States  on  a  very  primitive  basis  on 
a  matter  and  in  a  field  comprehensively  covered  by  the  Atomic  Energy 
^Committee. 

grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction 


1957  appropriation _ $50,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  50,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  50,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  45,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  a  reduction  of  $5,000,000  below  the 
House  allowance  and  budget  estimate.  The  committee,  in  reducing 
•this  item  $5,000,000,  has  included  the  following  language: 

*  *  *  which  together  with  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70 
Stat.  769),  shall  be  applied  to  payment  on  account  of  allotments 
made  for  the  current  and  preceding  hscal  years  pursuant  to  said 
Act,  such  sums  to  remain  available  only  until  June  SO,  1959: 
Provided,  That  allotments  under  section  6  for  the  current  hscal 
years  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  $50,000,000. 

While  this  language  appropriates  only  $45,000,000,  it  provides  for 
allotments  to  States  on  the  basis  of  $50,000,000,  the  total  amount 
authorized.  This  assures  that  States  wishing  to  avail  themselves  of 
the  maximum  amount  authorized  may  do  so.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
takes  into  account  that  some  jurisdictions  will  not  apply  for  all  of  the 
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funds  authorized  and  it  is  therefore  not  necessary  to  appropriate  the 
full  authorization  so  long  as  provision  is  made  to  allot  the  funds  to 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  maximum  authorization. 

It  is  anticipated  that  $2,500,000  of  the  current  year’s  appropriation 
of  $50,000,000  will  not  be  used  and  will  revert  to  the  Treasury.  If 
the  full  authorization  of  $50,000,000  were  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1958,  it  is  expected  that  there  would  be  similar  savings  of  $2,500,000. 
The  committee  provision  will,  however,  make  available  to  each  State 
ready  to  use  their  maximum  allotments  the  full  amounts  which  they 
would  receive  out  of  the  maximum  authorization.  The  reduction 
recommended  by  the  committee  will  not  delay  the  construction  of  a 
single  project. 


GRANTS  FOR  HOSPITAL  CONSTRUCTION 


1957  appropriation _  $125,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  I2I,  200,  000 

House  allowance _  121,  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  121,  200,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  which  is  a  reduction 
of  $3,800,000  from  the  1957  appropriation,  a  reduction  applicable  in 
its  entirety  to  projects  under  part  C,  the  original  Hill-Burton  program. 

This  allowance  provides  for  projects  under  part  C,  $99,000,000,  a 
reduction  of  $3,800,000  below  the  current  appropriation;  for  projects 
under  part  G,  $21,000,000,  the  same  amount  as  appropriated  for  the 
current  year  and  as  was  appropriated  for  the  preceding  fiscal  years ;  and 
$1,200,000  for  research  in  certain  hospital  use,  as  authorized  in  section 
636  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act. 

SURVEYS  AND  PLANNING  FOR  HOSPITAL  CONSTRUCTION 

Senator  Thye,  of  Minnesota,  a  member  of  this  committee,  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill,  S.  1969,  to  continue  availability  of  funds  for  surveys  and 
planning  under  title  6  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  for  consideration.  The 
committee  recommends  the  inclusion  of  the  following: 

Surveys  and  planning  for  hospital  construction:  The  funds 
appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Appropri¬ 
ations  Act,  1955  {68  Stat.  810),  shall  remain  available  for 
expenditure  until  June  30,  1959. 

This  item  will  effect  the  purpose  of  S.  1969  to  make  available  the 
surveys  and  planning  funds  for  2  additional  years.  There  was  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress  for  surveys  and  planning  for  hospital  con¬ 
struction,  $2,000,000,  which  has  been  available  for  3  fiscal  years. 
But  as  of  April  30,  1957,  there  had  been  used  only  $907,000,  leaving 
an  unobligated  balance  of  $1,093,000. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  HOSPITAL  CONSTRUCTION  SERVICES 


1957  appropriation _ $1,  381,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  1,  450,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  450,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  450,  000 


This  allowance  wiU  provide  an  increase  to  cover  only  the  increased 
mandatory  costs  in  1958. 
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HOSPITALS  AND  MEDICAL  CARE 


1957  appropriation _  $40,  195,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  44,  399,  000 

House  allowance _  44,  399,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  44,  399,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  for  the  full  budget 
estimate,  an  increase  of  $4,204,000  over  the  appropriation  for  the 
current  year.  This  allowance  will  provide  funds  needed  for  manda¬ 
tory  cost  increases  for  fiscal  year  1958  amounting  to  $2,150,000  and 
will  provide  $1,000,000  additional  for  expansion  of  the  nurse  training 
grants  program  from  $2,000,000  in  the  current  year  to  $3,000,000  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  Approximately  $1,000,000  is  provided  for 
strengthening  of  the  existing  hospital  program.  The  committee 
recommends  the  inclusion  of  language  as  follows : 

*  *  *  including  $1,186,000  to  he  available  only  jor  paymerits 
for  medical  care  of  dependents  and  retired  personnel  under  the 
Dependents’  Medical  Care  Act  {70  Stat.  250-254.)- 

This  recommendation  will  continue  the  earmarking  of  funds  requested 
for  this  activity  as  was  done  with  respect  to  funds  provided  in  the 
Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  just  passed  by  the 
Congress. 

FOREIGN  QUARANTINE  SERVICE 


1957  appropriation _  $3,  315,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _ -  4,  026,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  876,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  876,  000 


This  allowance  provides  increases  for  mandatory  items  amounting 
to  $278,000  and,  in  addition,  provides  40  additional  employees,  8  of 
whom  will  be  delegated  to  work  at  international  airports  for  the 
extension  of  coverage  of  quarantine  inspections  and  32  for  the  control 
of  yellow  fever.  The  reduction  of  $150,000  will  be  olTset  by  the 
authority  provided  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1957,  to  provide  24-hour  quarantine  inspection,  with  the  users  assum¬ 
ing  the  cost  of  the  overtime  services. 

INDIAN  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 


1957  appropriation - $38,  775,  000 

1958  budget  estimate -  43,  990,  000 

House  allowance -  40,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  42,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $2,500,000  over  the  House 
allowance,  a  reduction  of  $1,490,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  but 
an  increase  of  $3,725,000  over  the  1957  appropriation.  This  allow¬ 
ance  provides  funds  to  meet  the  mandatory  items  amounting  to 
$1,786,000  and  will  provide  $939,000  for  new  program  items,  including 
$100,000  for  the  practical  nurse  school  expansion. 

The  appropriation  for  1955,  the  last  year  this  activity  was  under 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  was  approximately  $24,000,000.  The 
sum  here  recommended,  $42,500,000,  is  an  increase  of  approximately 
75  percent  provided  for  the  third  year  for  which  the  Public  Health 
Service  has  had  the  exclusive  responsibility  for  the  health  of  the 
Indians. 
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CONSTRUCTION  OP  INDIAN  HEALTH  FACILITIES 


1957  appropriation _  $8,  762,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  5,  800,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  096,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  096,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$2,704,000  from  the  request  and  a  reduction  of  $5,666,000  from  the 
1957  appropriation. 

Congress  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  a  total  of 
$14,297,000  for  construction  of  Indian  health  facilities.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  there  will  be  carried  forward  from  these  2  appropriations 
into  fiscal  year  1958  a  total  of  $11,000,508,  of  which  $9,115,856  was 
made  available  for  the  construction  of  hospitals  and  clinics,  but  for 
which  there  will  have  been  obligated  through  the  current  fiscal  year 
only  $336,000. 

This  allowance  will  make  available  $2,596,000  to  completely  modern¬ 
ize  5  Indian  health  hospitals  in  line  with  minimum  Hill-Burton  stand-  i 
ards  and  make  major  improvements  in  2  others,  and  will  permit  the  ' 
expenditure  of  $500,000  for  water  supply,  sewage,  and  power  facilities 
which  must  be  corrected  if  certain  hospitals  and  clinics  are  to  continue 
in  use. 

Funds  are  now,  and  have  been,  available  for  construction  of  hos¬ 
pitals  at  Sells,  Ariz.,  and  Gallup,  N.  Mex. ;  the  need  is  unquestioned 
and  great,  and  the  committee  will  expect  the  Department  to  proceed 
immediately  with  resumption  of  work  already  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Funds  were  available  for  construction  before  the  administration’s 
deferment  policy  was  established  in  the  fall  of  1956,  more  than  15 
months  after  planning  money  was  made  available  on  .Tuly  1,  1955, 
totaling  $450,000  for  the  2  projects.  But  only  approximately  $70,000 
will  have  been  used  by  July  1,  1957,  24  months  after  funds  became 
available. 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 

On  the  basis  of  testimony  by  governmental  and  nongovernmental 
witnesses,  and  on  the  basis  of  informative  reports  supplied  by  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  to  the  committee  throughout  the  year,  . 
the  committee  is  convinced  that  the  past  year  has  been  a  productive  t 
one  in  medical  research.  The  accomplishments  fall  into  three  general 
classes : 

(a)  Specific  applicable  findings  have,  as  indicated  in  the  reports 
below  on  the  individual  Institutes,  been  forthcoming  in  virtually 
all  fields. 

(b)  The  trauiing  of  medical  scientists  has  proceeded  at  an 
accelerated  pace. 

(c)  The  fundamental  work  prerequisite  to  applied  findings  of 
the  future  has  proceeded  at  a  satisfactory  pace,  but  further  effort 
m  this  area  is  indicated. 

To  increase  and  sustain  momentum  in  medical  research,  two  general 
objectives  appear  to  the  committee  to  be  clear  and  imperative.  The 
first  is  that  training  for  medical  science  should  be  further  strengthened. 
The  second  is  that  research  on  the  massive  problems  generated  by  the 
major  diseases  should  not  be  limited  by  lack  of  money. 

There  follow  the  committees’  observations  and  directions  related  to 
these  objectives. 
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With  respect  to  training,  note  is  taken  of  expansion  of  old  programs 
and  in  the  establishment  of  new  programs.  These  include  the  general 
fellowship  and  traineeship  programs,  the  part-time  medical  student 
research  fellowship  program,  the  experimental  research  teaching 
grant  program,  the  training  program  for  epidemiologists  and  bio¬ 
metricians,  and  the  senior  research  fellowship  program  for  the  sciences 
basic  to  medicine. 

The  bulk  of  funds  for  those  programs  have  come  initiall}"  from 
categorical  funds.  Language  will  be  provided  so  that  such  programs 
can  be  centered  in  the  Division  of  General  Research  and  Services  to  an 
extent  necessary.  This  should  increase  both  the  economy  and  effec- 
itiveness  of  the  programs,  permitting  as  it  will  the  expenditure  of 
limited  amounts  of  categorical  funds  by  a  central  mechanism. 

Training  in  the  categorical  institutes,  except  for  clearly  delineated 
shortage  areas,  should  concentrate  heavily  on  the  training  of  research 
workers  rather  than  on  production  of  clinicians  with  specialized  skills. 
^Medical  research  in  this  country  should  be  strengthened  particidarly 
"in  areas  where  other  countries  have  forged  ahead,  by  programs  for 
support  in  this  country  of  foreign  nations  with  particular  competence. 

The  committee  is  convinced,  on  the  basis  of  incpiiries  relating  to  the 
effects  of  nuclear  radiation  on  humans,  that  the  scientific  base  for  such 
activities  is  inadequate.  More  attention  should  be  given  particularly 
to  developing  knowledge  in  those  sciences  upon  which  protection 
against  radiation  must  depend.  The  committee  also  wishes  research 
on  germ-free  life  to  go  forward. 

The  major  program  advances  are  related  to  five  appropriations  and 
will  be  discussed  below.  The  increases  proposed  by  the  committee 
emphasize  the  point  of  view  that  the  killing  and  crippling  diseases 
covered  by  the  respective  institutes  constitute  such  a  drain  upon  the 
economy  and  have  such  an  impact  upon  our  Nation  from  a  humane 
point  of  view  that  research  into  their  preventioQ,  cure,  or  amelioration 
should  not  be  limited  by  lack  of  money. 

The  budget  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  for  fiscal  year  1957 
was  increased  by  the  Congress  to  a  level  of  $183  million,  or  $56  million 
above  the  budget  request  of  $127  million.  In  making  this  expanded 
appropriation,  the  Congress  directed  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
kto  support  research  of  high  caliber,  but  to  avoid  expenditure  of  funds 
"on  research  not  meeting  the  established  standards  of  excellence.  A 
review  of  progress  at  this  point  attests  to  the  foresight  of  the  Congress 
in  providing  large  additional  sums  necessary  to  support  research  of 
high  caliber,  and  reveals  that  the  Institutes  will  have  approximately 
$12  million  as  unexpended  balances  rather  than  support  substandard 
research. 

The  committee  has  deleted  the  provision  of  the  House  bill  limiting 
the  allowance  for  indirect  costs  on  research  grants  to  15  percent.  The 
■committee  believes  that  indirect  research  costs  are  as  much  a  part  of 
the  total  cost  of  research  as  are  direct  costs.  This  principle  does  not 
inecessarily  endorse  the  inclusion  of  all  of  the  cost  categories  which 
witnesses  have  urged  as  being  indirect  costs.  On  this  point,  the  com¬ 
mittee  expects  to  have  the  General  Accounting  Office  conduct  an 
■extensive  study  of  the  proper  categories  of  cost  to  be  considered  as 
indirect  costs  of  research,  and  to  report  to  the  committee  by  January 
:1,  1958.  The  National  Institutes  of  Health  should  increase  indirect 
cost  payments  above  the  current  inadequate  level  by  a  conservative 
amount  pending  the  outcome  of  the  detailed  study  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 
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GENERAL  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICES,  NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH 


1957  appropriation _  $12,  122,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  14,  026,  000 

House  allowance _  14,  026,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  14,  026,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $14,026,000  under  this  appropriation, 
the  amount  of  the  House  allowance  and  the  budget  estimate. 

This  appropriation  item  covers  two  groups  of  activities.  The  first 
group  consists  of  research  grants,  fellowship,  and  training  activities 
which  provide  an  essential  supplement  to  the  disease-based  programs 
of  the  seven  Institutes.  The  second  group  consists  of  the  operation 
of  the  direct  research  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
in  Bethesda  and  elsewhere. 

Dealing  first  with  the  extramural  portion  of  the  appropriation,  the 
committee  expresses  a  continuing  conviction  that  a  well-rounded  pro¬ 
gram  of  medical  research  and  research  training  must  encompass  the 
vitally  important  areas  not  adequately  covered  by  the  disease  oriented i 
Institutes.  * 

The  research  supported  by  this  appropriation  has  been  productive. 
It  is  increasingly  clear  that  rapid  progress  in  the  conquest  of  disease- 
is  dependent  in  large  part  upon  the  availability  of  a  large  body  of 
basic  scientific  knowledge  from  which  advances  against  heart  disease, 
cancer,  mental  illness,  and  the  other  major  killers  and  cripplers  of 
our  time  can  be  derived. 

Research  projects  supported  by  grants  from  appropriations  for 
general  research  and  services  are  therefore  concentrated  im  funda¬ 
mental  fields — pathologjq  pharmacology’-,  biochemistry^  and  so  on, 
and  on  diseases  and  conditions  not  encompassed  by  the  categorical 
institutes.  These  noncategorical  studies  often  yield  progress  that  has 
evident  application  in  medical  and  public  health  practice. 

The  lives  of  thousands  of  infants  may  be  saved  by  grant-supported 
finding  of  a  treatment  for  infants  suffering  from  Rh  blood  factor 
incompatibility — erythroblastosis  fetalis.  Another  study  established 
a  way  to  counteract  the  respiratory  depression  resulting  from  morphine 
given  to  the  mother  during  labor.  The  molecular  structure  of  the- 
potent  tranquilizer  reserpine  was  established,  leading  to  the  possibility 
of  its  chemical  synthesis.  Antidotes  for  certain  poisons  and  nervei 
gases  that  attack  an  enzy^me  essential  to  nerve  function  have  been* 
discovered. 

In  research  related  to  its  regulatory  function  for  biological  products, 
the  Division  of  Biologies  Standards  has  found  a  new  test  for  potency 
of  polio  vaccine,  using  chicks  instead  of  monkeys,  which  is  now  ini 
experimental  use  and  may  ultimately  replace  the  monkey  test.  It 
has  also  demonstrated  that  red  blood  cells  can  be  stored  as  long  as 
18  months  and  still  be  satisfactory  for  transfusions. 

Similarly,  the  fellowship  and  training  funds  contribute  uniquely 
and  indispensably  to  a  fully  developed  research  training  function. 
This  complementary  function  is  so  significant  that  it  has  been  singled 
out  for  special  mention  in  the  general  introductorv  paragraphs  of  this, 
report. 

Turning  to  the  direct  operations  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  the  committee  notes  first  that  these  laboratories,  and  the 
array  of  services  which  support  them,  are  an  integral  part  of  the  totall 
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medical  research  structure  of  the  Nation.  As  such,  the  central  guid¬ 
ing  prmciple  of  the  committee  applies  to  these  as  well  as  to  other 
laboratories.  The  principle  is  that  lack  of  funds  shoidd  not  impede 
the  advance  of  medical  research. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  the  acute  shortage  of  administrative 
space  arising  from  the  rapid  development  of  programs  directed  by 
the  Congress.  The  committee  understands  that  staff  will  be  working 
in  buildings  designed  for  dogs  and  monkeys  until  the  contemplated 
office  building  is  completed.  Provision  has  been  made  to  insure  that 
funds  now  available  for  planning  and  supervision  of  construction  wall 
be  available  until  June  30,  1958,  not  only  for  the  office  building,  but 
also  for  the  dental  research  building  and  the  building  for  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine. 

Finally,  the  committee  directs  that  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
markedly  strengthen  its  resources  for  analytical  research  on  both  its 
internal  operations  and  the  grants  and  training  program.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  received,  following  specific  directions  by  the  committee, 
reasonably  adequate  reports  on  scientific  and  general  program  devel¬ 
opments.  However,  it  is  not  satisfied  that  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  has  as  yet  developed  an  adequate  system  of  reports  and 
analyses.  Encompassed  in  this  area  of  analysis  is  research  into  the 
Nation’s  total  medical  research  resources,  since  the  programs  of  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  now  comprise  a  substantial  part  of 
.these  resources. 

The  quality  of  reports  submitted  by  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  has  improved  to  some  degree,  and  the  committee  directs 
that  both  research  progress  reports  and  the  more  general  report  on 
.development  of  National  Institutes  of  Plealth  programs  be  continued. 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTES  OF  HEALTH  MANAGEMENT  FUND 

For  a  number  of  years  provision  has  been  made  in  the  bill  under 
the  item  for  “General  research  and  services.  National  Insitutes  of 
Health”  for  the  operation  of  a  cafeteria  at  the  Clinical  Center  for  the 
convenience  of  visitors  and  employees  at  prices  to  fully  pay  the  costs 
thereof,  and  to  permit  the  central  financing  of  certain  activities  such 
as  laboratory  research  services,  plant  engineering,  and  supply  services, 
and  biometric  services,  the  costs  for  which  are  not  readily  susceptible 
of  distribution  as  charges  to  individual  appropriations. 

The  committee  is  recommending  inclusion  of  the  following  language 
ito  continue  provision  for  the  above-enumerated  purposes: 

National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund:  For  the 
purpose  of  facilitating  the  economical  and  efficient  conduct  of 
operations  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  which  are 
financed  hy  two  or  more  appropriations  where  the  costs  of 
operations  are  not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as 
charges  to  such  appropriations^  there  is  hereby  established  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund.  Such 
amounts  as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  may  determine  to  represent  a  reasonable  distribution 
of  estimated  costs  among  the  various  appropriations  in¬ 
volved  may  be  advanced  each  year  to  this  fund  and  shall 
be  available  for  expenditure  for  such  costs  under  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  said  Director^  including 
not  to  exceed  $2.^00  each  fiscal  year  for  entertainment 
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of  visiting  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  said  Director,, 
and  for  the  operation  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to  em¬ 
ployees  and  others  at  rates  to  be  determined  by  said  Director  to 
be  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  this  fund:  Provided, 
That  funds  advanced  to  this  fund  shall  be  available  only  in  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  advanced:  Provided  further, 
That  final  adjustments  of  advances  in  accordance  with  actual 
costs  shall  be  efiected  wherever  practicable  with  the  appropria¬ 
tions  from  which  such  funds  are  advanced. 

NATIONAL  CANCER  INSTITUTE 


1957  appropriation _  $48,  432,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  46,  902,  000 

House  allowance _  46,  902,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  58,  543,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $58,543,000  for  activities  under  this 
appropriation,  an  increase  of  $11,641,000  over  the  House  allowance^ 
and  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  wishes  to  make  available  the  funds  for  support  of 
all  scientifically  worthwhile  research  in  this  field.  Progress  in  cancer 
research,  measured  in  the  perspective  of  the  past  5  to  10  years,  is 
satisfactory.  Radiation  and  hormone  therapy,  as  well  as  surgical 
techniques,  have  been  consistently  and  substantially  improved  as 
the  result  of  research  in  dozens  of  laboratories  in  this  country  and 
abroad.  These  gains  are  cumulative.  They  are  not  as  obvious  and 
clearly  measurable  as  is  the  construction  of  a  building.  Yet  as  find¬ 
ings  are  assessed  in  the  perspective  of  a  number  of  years,  the  gains  are 
clear.  Improved  means  of  treating  cancer  of  the  breast  save  mothers 
in  the  childbearing  age.  Cancer  of  the  cervix  is  technically  a  problem 
which  is  on  the  brink  of  solution.  Soon  the  problems  will  be  the 
psychological  and  economic  ones  of  early  examination  and  detection. 

Radiation  treatment,  which  can  effect  cures,  has  been  made  more 
powerful  and  accurate.  For  example,  a  compact  billion- volt  linear 
electron  accelerator  has  been  developed  at  Stanford  University  with 
the  aid  of  a  Federal  grant.  As  another  example,  a  television  moni¬ 
toring  sj^stem  has  recently  been  built  into  the  2-million  volt  X-ray 
apparatus  at  the  National  Cancer  Institute  to  keep  the  powerfiil| 
beam  precisely  on  its  target  in  the  patient.  In  cancer  surgery, 
techniques  are  constantly  being  improved,  such  as  the  use  of  chemicals 
to  kill  cancer  cells  lodged  in  wound  closures. 

The  possible  relationship  between  viruses  and  cancer  is  one  of  the 
most  intriguing  and  potentially  valuable  research  leads  of  recent 
years.  It  is  far  too  early  to  assess  the  significance  of  this  relation¬ 
ship,  but  a  new  lead  exists,  and  it  should  be  actively  and  adequately 
pursued. 

From  testimony  in  the  hearings,  the  committee  has  noted  many 
similarities  in  the  philosophies,  approaches,  and  the  actual  substance 
of  research  utilized  by  scientists  seeking  curative  drugs  for  cancer 
and  for  virus  diseases.  Both  groups  wish  to  discover  factors  which 
will  slow  down  growth  of  unwanted  and  harmful  cells  or  living  par¬ 
ticles.  The  committee  suggests  that  the  National  Cancer  Institute 
assist  the  two  groups  in  a  joint  approach  to  their  problems.  Since 
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much  money  and  effort  are  devoted  to  obtaining  the  numerous  chem¬ 
icals,  antibiotic  beers  and  related  substances  being  tested  for  anti¬ 
cancer  effects,  it  is  logical  and  economical  to  explore  the  potential 
value  of  these  same  materials  against  the  viruses  of  influenza,  polio- 
myehtis,  and  a  host  of  other  vutis  diseases  for  which  currently  there 
is  no  curative  drug. 

It  is  clear  to  the  committee  that  collaborative  work  between  the 
staffs  of  the  National  Cancer  Institute  and  the  National  Institute  of 
Allergy  and  Infectious  Dieases  is  productive  and  should  be  extended. 
The  committee  approves  such  joint  work,  and  will  expect  to  be  in¬ 
formed  of  the  progress  of  such  research  in  the  annual  report  on  general 
development  of  National  Institutes  of  Health  programs. 

The  committee  has  consistently  supported  an  expanded  program  of 
cancer  chemotherapy.  In  view  of  the  priority  accorded  to  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  committee  considers  that  progress  in  making  industrial 
contracts  for  cancer  chemotherapy  work  has  been  unnecessarily  slow. 
The  committee  directs  that  the  utilization  of  industrial  facilities  for 
f  this  program  be  e.xpedited,  and  provides  an  additional  $7  million 
specifically  for  this  purpose. 

In  this  connection,  the  committee  is  fully  aware  that  it  is  providing 
funds  for  research,  the  outcome  of  which  is  unknown.  On  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  those  who  are  scientifically  most  competent  the  committee 
is  fully  willing  to  risk  the  investment  on  the  ground  that  the  chance 
of  a  big  payoff’  is  a  reasonable  one.  Such  risks  are  inherent  in  research. 

MENTAL  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 


1957  appropriation _ $35,  197,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  35,  217,  000 

House  allowance _  35,  217,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  39,  421,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $39,421,000  for  activities  under  this 
appropriation,  together  with  $4,573,000  in  unexpended  balances  from 
fiscal  year  1957.  The  total  of  $43,994,000  is  an  increase  of  $8,777,000 
over  the  House  allowance  and  the  budget  estimate. 

The  results  of  mental  health  research  over  the  past  few  years  are 
encouraging. 

Most  notably,  the  widespread  use  of  tranquilizers  has  resulted  in 
^an  estimated  7,000  fewer  mental  patients  in  the  public  hospitals,  of 
the  Nation  in  1  year’s  time.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the 
values  and  limitations  of  these  drugs  be  established  in  order  that 
their  full  potential  may  be  realized,  and  the  Congress  has  given 
active  encouragement  and  support  to  this  program.  The  committee 
was  disappointed  in  the  delays  encountered  in  establishing  a  full-scale 
drug  evaluation  program.  This  period  is  now  passed,  and  a  produc¬ 
tive  approach  for  the  future  is  how  the  program  for  evaluating  drugs 
which  affect  mental  states  can  be  moved  forward  most  effectively. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  expanded  psychopharmacology  pro¬ 
gram  has  gotten  off  to  a  good  start  this  year.  A  total  of  $2,200,329 
has  been  spent  both  for  the  research  program  carried  on  by  the  staff 
of  the  National  Institute  of  Mental  Health  in  Bethesda  and  for 
grants  and  fellowships  supporting  research  projects  throughout  the 
country. 

These  projects  include  clinical  studies  of  the  effectiveness  of  various 
tranquilizing  drugs  as  well  as  basic  studies  on  the  mechanisms  of 
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drug  action  and  the  development  of  more  effective  methods  of  screen¬ 
ing  drugs  and  of  evaluating  the  biological  and  psychological  changes 
which  they  induce. 

Seventy  research  projects  totaling  $1,140,750  will  have  been 
supported  this  year.  A  total  for  1958  of  $978,035  supporting  53 
new  and  continuing  projects  has  already  been  approvecl.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  9  projects  totaling  $313,469  have  received  preliminary  review 
and  approval. 

It  is  expected  that  an  additional  35  projects  will  be  supported  in 
1958  for  a  total  program  supported  from  1958  research  grant  funds 
in  excess  of  $2,000,000. 

Including  intramural  research,  technical  assistance,  and  the  cost  of 
the  psychopharmacology  service  center,  the  outlay  for  the  whole 
psychopharmacology  program  will  exceed  $3,000,000.  The  committee 
recommends  funds  at  this  level  for  this  critically  important  program. 

Research  in  other  areas  continues  to  be  productive.  The  Addiction 
Research  Center  is  continuing  its  program  to  determine  the  addicting 
qualities  of  newly  developed  pain-relieving  drugs.  Last  year,  14  such 
new  drugs  were  evaluated,  11  of  which  had  some  addicting  liability. 
Other  work  is  continuing  in  the  effects  on  the  central  nervous  system 
when  addicting  drugs  are  withdrawn,  and  physiological  levels  at  which 
daily  dependence  on  certain  drugs  is  reached. 

A  new  technique  for  measuring  blood  cu’culation  in  the  brain  and 
spinal  cord  has  been  develqped,  thus  leading  to  further  study  of  the 
relationship  between  behavior,  emotional  states,  and  the  physiology 
of  the  brain.  This  measuring  method  has  particular  significance 
because  it  may  show  widely  varied  distributions  of  blood  in  the  brain 
in  different  situations  even  though  the  total  amount  of  blood  flowing 
through  the  brain  may  remain  the  same. 

A  new  test  has  been  developed  which  is  especially  useful  in  differ¬ 
entiating  between  brain-damaged  individuals  and  those  whose  be¬ 
havior  is  disturbed  because  of  other  factors.  The  test  involves  a  series 
of  simple  visual  recognition  tasks  and  requu-es  little  motor  response 
(depressing  a  key)  in  registering  performance.  Although  work  in  this 
field  has  just  begun,  the  test  may  serve  as  a  clinical  instrument  for 
aiding  in  the  diagnosis  of  about  25  percent  of  the  institutionalized 
mental  defectives  about  whom  very  little  is  known. 

In  the  field  of  mental  health,  personnel  shortages  continue  to  limit 
research  progress  as  well  as  the  application  of  research.  Because  of 
this,  the  committee  wishes  to  comment  on  the  mental  health  training 
program  at  some  length. 

This  is  the  largest  training  program  conducted  by  a  single  unit  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health.  Most  of  the  people  trained  are 
supporting  personnel — such  as  nurses  and  social  workers — rather  than 
psychiatrists  for  research  and  treatment  and  research  workers  in  basic 
sciences  related  to  mental  states.  Supporting  personnel  are  essential 
if  suitably  trained  people  are  to  be  available,  but  a  more  intensive 
effort  should  be  made  toward  the  ultimate  solution  of  the  mental 
health  problems.  To  this  end,  more  ps3'chiatrists  with  a  broad  and 
sound  scientific  training,  and  more  biologists,  chemists,  and  related 
scientists  are  needed.  Some  of  these  needs  can  be  met  in  association 
with  the  other  institutes  in  a  general  training  program;  others  can  be 
resolved  only  b}^  direct  action  by  the  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health  itself. 
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committee  is  sufiieieiitly  eoneerricd  with  training  in  this  area 
that  it  is  requesting  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  to  prepare  a 
definitive  document  on  training  in  the  field  of  mental  health.  Such  a 
report  should  include  the  basic  philosophy  of  the  Institutes  as  this 
has  emerged  over  the  past  10  j^'ars;  a  survey  of  what  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  over  this  period  of  time,  separating  where  possible  service  from 
research;  a  detailed  description  of  the  program  in  fiscal  1957  and  1958; 
and  a  careful  appraisal  of  the  training  needs  as  l)est  visualized  during 
the  coming  5-year  period.  The  committee  is  well  aware  of  the  role 
played  by  the  Federal  Government  as  a  resource  for  training  purposes, 
but  would  like  to  have  available  for  policy  consideration  a  description 
of  the  resources  of  the  country  as  a  whole,  and  be  apprised  of  how 
these  can  best  be  utilized  in  an  all-out  effort  to  improve  an  unsatisfac¬ 
tory  situation  today. 

The  committee  would  like  to  see  this  report  prepared  b}'  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health  in  a  manner  which  could  serve  as  a  basis 
for  committee  action.  Such  a  report  should  include,  as  far  as  possible, 
the  findings  of  other  groups  who  are  operating  in  a  fashion  parallel 
to  the  Institutes.  It  should  be  possible,  with  outside  help,  to  have 
the  preliminary  findings  available  for  consideration  before  next  year’s 
appropriation  hearings. 

The  committee  considers  research  on  training  problems  such  as 
these  to  be  an  integral  and  appropriate  part  of  the  research  mission 
of  the  Institutes.  Additional  funds  are  provided  for  this  activity  in 
the  total  appropriation  and,  to  the  extent  required,  can  be  drawn  from 
either  the  grant,  training,  or  direct  operational  accounts. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  importance  and  the  extent  of  the 
training  programs  of  the  National  Institute  of  Mental  Health  and  is 
concerned  that  the  direct  responsibility  for  the  administration  of 
these  programs  continue  in  highly  ciualified  hands.  In  order  to 
recruit  or  retain  such  persons,  the  committee  is  providing  language 
which  will  permit  annual  compensation  at  not  to  exceed  $17,500  for 
the  Chief  and  Assistant  Chief  of  the  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health  training  programs,  notwithstanding  other  provisions  of  the 
Civil  Service  Act,  as  amended. 

NATIONAL  HEART  INSTITUTE 


1957  appropriation _  $33,  396,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  33,  436,  000 

House  allowance _  33,  436,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  38,  784,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $38,784,000  for  activities  under  this 
appropriation,  an  increase  of  $5,348,000  over  the  House  allowance 
and  the  budget  estimate. 

The  steady  increase  in  congressional  appropriations  for  research  in 
heart  disease  has  been  followed  by'  a  growing  stream  of  productive 
research  findings.  As  is  true  in  cancer  and  other  fields,  these  advances 
are  difficult  to  cite  as  discoveries  made  in  any  one  y^ear.  New  drugs 
and  new  surgical  techniques,  for  example,  are  typically  developed  over 
a  period  of  years  rather  than  discovered  at  one  time  in  their  ultimately 
usable  form. 

In  this  perspective  of  time,  advances  are  impressive. 


S.  Kept.  416,  85-1 
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Dcvolopiiients  in  hoai't  surgory — lunv  and  iinprovod  mothods  of 
diagnosis,  now  opera tivo  techniqnos,  use  of  the  artificial  lieart,  graft¬ 
ing  of  l)lood  vessels,  and  others — have  been  spectacidar.  In  congeni¬ 
tal  heart  disease,  for  example,  surgical  operations  are  now  restoring  to 
normal  or  near-normal  life  many  children  who  would  have  formerly 
been  marked  for  invalidism  or  early  death. 

Rheiunatic  heart  disease  is  also  being  helped  by  surgery  on  valves 
s(‘arred  and  damaged  by  rheumatic  fever.  An  even  more  important 
achievement,  however,  has  been  the  development  of  a  means  for  pre¬ 
venting  rheumatic  fever  itself  in  its  first  or  in  recuri-ent  attacks.  The 
knowledge  that  prompt  and  adequate  treatment  of  sti-eptococcal  in¬ 
fections  with  antibiotics  can  forestall  most  initial  attacks,  and  that 
ju’ophylactic  treatment  can  prevc'iit  recurrences,  could  eventually 
make  rheumatic  heart  disease  a  rare  condition. 

Research  in  the  field  of  hypertension  has  resulted  in  greatly  improved 
treatment  and  management  of  patients  with  high  blood  pressure, 
I)articularly  through  drug  therapy.  While  the  ideal  drug  has  not 
been  fouml,  a  number  of  drugs  have  been  developed  which  lower  blood 
pressure  eft'ectively.  The  use  of  these  agents,  singly  or  in  combination, 
is  constantly  being  improved. 

Research  in  arteriosclerosis  has  in-oduced  much  new  information 
which  promises  to  he  important  in  understanding  the  nature  of  harden¬ 
ing  of  the  arteries.  Studies  relating  to  diet,  fat  metabolism,  hormones, 
heredity,  and  other  possible  factors,  searching  out  clues  and  leads,  are 
making  step-by-step  progress  toward  solving  the  enigma  of  this 
disease. 

Despite  the  extension  of  heart-  research  during  the  past  year  as  the 
result  of  an  increased  congressional  appropriation,  the  committee  is 
not  convinced  that  all  avenues  of  productive  effort  are  being  explored. 
In  the  past,  testimony  has  emphasized  the  opportunities  for  advance¬ 
ment  in  the  fields  of  geographic  pathology  and  comparative  anatomy 
and  physiology.  The  committee  is  also  impressed  by  testimony 
pointing  out  unexploited  opportunities  to  discover  and  evaluate 
natural  products,  both  animal  and  plant,  useful  in  understanding  and 
controlling  h3"pertension.  Studies  started  during  the  past  j’ear  in 
hypertension  should  result  in  a  better  use  of  drugs  alreadv^  available. 
Witnesses  noted,  however,  that  such  investigations  do  not  bear  di- 
rectl}^  on  the  ultimate  understanding  of  this  condition.  The  com¬ 
mittee  also  agrees  with  witnesses  who  question  whether  the  studies 
on  the  metabolic  and  hormone  basis  of  arteriosclerosis  are  being  ex¬ 
ploited  to  the  fullest  extent.  Funds  are  recommended  for  studies  in 
such  areas,  as  well  as  those  being  more  thoroughly  explored. 

The  committee  realizes  that,  despite  the  training  programs  which 
have  been  supported  in  recent  j^ears,  there  continues  to  be  a  limita¬ 
tion  imposed  on  research  progress  by  pei-sonnel  shortages,  particu¬ 
larly  of  nonclinical  scientists.  The  Heart  Institute  should  join  with 
other  institutes  in  a  comparable  position  and  expand  these  training 
programs,  which  will  produce  well-trained  investigators  in  the  scien¬ 
tific  areas  which  are  basic  to  all  categorical  areas  of  disease.  Funds 
are  recommended  to  satisfy  such  a  need. 
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DENTAL  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 


1957  appropriation _ $0,  020,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  6,  480,  000 

House  allowance _  6,  430,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  G,  430,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $6,430,000  for  activities  under  this 
appropriation,  the  amount  of  the  House  allowance  and  tlie  budget 
estimate. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  reorientation  of  dental  research 
urged  by  the  committee  2  years  ago  was  largely  accomplished  within 
1  year,  and  that  this  change  of  approach  enabled  the  Institute  to 
approximately  double  its  activities  over  the  past  year.  This  re¬ 
orientation  has  been,  in  concept,  the  addition  of  a  bi'oad  array  of 
scientific  skills  to  dental  research  and  consideration  of  dental  re¬ 
search  in  the  context  of  the  functioning  of  the  entire  body. 

As  an  example  of  this  broader  approach,  the  role  of  protein  as 
a  factor  in  dental  health  is  being  established  both  quantitatively 
f  and  qualitatively.  Components  of  protein  are  found  to  be  affected  by 
heat  treatment  such  as  occurs  in  certain  commercially  prepared  foods. 
The  feeding  of  such  diets  has  been  shown  to  be  related  to  significantly 
increased  incidence  of  dental  caries.  Data  assembled  recently  suggests 
that  at  least  one  important  factor  is  related  to  the  inactivation  or  the 
loss  of  l5^sine,  an  amino  acid,  resulting  from  such  heat  treatment. 

As  another  example  of  the  broader  approach,  recent  research  has 
made  clear  the  fact  that  dental  disorders  that  are  inherited  appear  to 
be  associated  with  other  hereditary  defects.  These  facts  are  being 
brought  out  in  a  large  genetic  study  by  the  National  Institute  of 
Dental  Research  which  is  providing  not  only  a  wealth  of  dental  infor- 
formation  but  also  a  stimulating  source  of  material  on  many  puzzling 
problems  of  medical  interest  in  the  field  of  heredity,  such  as  schizo¬ 
phrenia  and  albinism.  The  availability  of  a  large  group  of  people 
who  have  genetically  developed  disease  is  providing  information  for 
all  Institutes. 

ARTHRITIS  AND  METABOLIC  DISEASE  ACTIVITIES 

1957  appropriation _  $15,  885,  000 

k  1958  budget  estimate _  17,  885,  000 

"  House  allowance _  17,  885,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _  23,  548,  000 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  of  $23,548,000  for  the  activities 
of  this  Institute,  or  an  increase  of  $5,663,000  above  the  House  allow¬ 
ance  and  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  judgment  of  witnesses  that  the 
best  hope  of  reaching  the  ultimate  goals  of  prevention  and  cure  lies 
in  fundamental  research  in  metabolism,  endocrinology,  and  bio¬ 
chemistry.  These  areas  of  study  are  what  may  be  called  special- 
purpose  basic  research  and  funds  for  extension  of  research  in  these 
fields  is  provided. 

Research  of  a  more  directly  applicable  chai-acter  progressed  satis¬ 
factorily  during  the  past  year. 
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"I'lio  coinniittoc  notes  that  steroids  tliat  aiT  more  etl'eetive  while 
])rodueiiig  fewer  iiiitowaid  side  effects  continue  to  he  developed  for 
the  treatment  of  rheumatoid  ai'thritis  and  related  metaholic  disorders. 
'The  evaluation  of  oral  drugs  for  diabetes  has  progressed  rapidl_y,  and 
further  useful  information  on  the  mechanism  of  action  of  insulin  has 
been  developed.  '^^This  work  should  be  expanded. 

The  Institute  should  play  an  important  role  in  stimulating  research 
in  such  neglected  areas  as  ulcerative  colitis,  hepatitis,  and  peptic 
ulcers.  These  have  been  neglected  areas  of  study,  and  further  work 
should  be  immediately  undertaken. 

Research  on  means  of  detecting  intestinal  bleeding  has  proved  most 
fruitful.  Studies  of  the  full  range  of  the  effects  of  burn  injury, 
arising  from  the  discoveiy  that  administration  of  salt  and  soda  in 
water  may  be  an  adequate  substitute  for  plasma,  have  led  to  pro¬ 
ductive  research  in  treatment  of  infections  that  often  complicate  burn 
cases.  Gamma  globulin  efl’cetively  controls  the  burn  infections. 
Such  immediately  ai)plicable  work  should  progress  with  the  more 
fundamental  studies. 

With  respect  to  the  general  evolution  of  this  Institute,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  particidarly  impressed  by  testimoii}’^  indicating  that 
if  the  principles  and  methods  of  phj^sics  can  be  merged  with  those  of 
biology,  research  vistas  of  the  utmost  significance  will  be  opened. 
This  mergmg  process  has  begun  and  witnesses  testified  to  the  effect 
that  the  course  of  medical  research  over  at  least  the  next  decade  will 
be  fundamentally  affected  the  developing  field  of  biophysics,  much 
as  the  last  10  to  20  years  has  been  dominated  by  the  merging  of 
chemistry  and  biology  in  the  field  of  biochemistry.  Other  aspects  of 
this  field  include  such  physical  phenomena  as  the  effects  of  high  fre¬ 
quency  sound,  the  passage  of  dissolved  gases  and  solids  through  mem¬ 
branes,  and  the  electrical  properties  of  molecules  important  in  biology. 
Perhaps  the  most  widely  recognized  aspect  of  the  field  of  biophj^sics  is 
the  effect  of  radiation  on  human  beings,  and  particularly  atomic 
radiation.  It  has  by  now  become  plainl}-  evident  that  there  does 
not  exist  a  full  understanding  of  the  precise  means  by  which  atomic 
radiation  affects  the  human  organism. 

In  view  of  the  emerging  significance  of  this  relatively  new  area  of 
physical  biolog}’,  containing,  but  not  limited  to,  the  effects  of  radiation, 
the  committee  expects  this  Institute  to  take  the  lead  in  developing 
research  in  this  field,  both  in  its  own  laboratories  and  through  grant 
support.  Funds  are  provided  for  adequate  extension  of  work  in  this 
field. 

ALLERGY  AND  INFECTIOUS  DISEASE  ACTIVITIES 


1957  appropriation _  $13,  299,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  17,  400,  000 

House  allowance _  17,  400,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  17,  400,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $17,400,000  for  activities  under  this 
appropriation,  the  amount  of  the  House  allowance  and  the  budget 
estimate. 

The  substantial  increases  in  support  for  research  in  the  field  covered 
by  this  Institute  have  reinvigorated  most  areas  of  research. 

A  new  method  has  been  developed  and  is  being  used  by  scientists 
at  the  National  Institute  of  Allergy  and  Infectious  Diseases  for  de- 
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tecting  hidden  viruses  ordinarily  dormant  in  the  body  but  which  may 
be  capable  of  causing  some  forms  of  heart  disease,  and  which  are 
worth  considering  as  contributing  causes  of  cancer,  or  mental  illness 
through  cumulative  damage  by  undetected  attacks  on  vital  or  non- 
vital  organs.  One  of  these,  the  salivary  gland  virus,  formerly  thought 
primarily  an  infection  of  infancy,  has  now  been  found  in  persons  of 
all  ages. 

Another  virus,  one  of  the  Coxsackie  group  which  causes  much  illness 
often  confused  with  nonparalytic  poliomyelitis,  has  for  the  first  time 
been  crystallized  from  animal  tissue,  opening  the  way  to  study  of  its 
chemical  makeup.  Some  strains  of  Co.xsaclde  virus  also  have  been 
^drained”  to  destroy  human  cancers  growing  in  laboratory  animals 
leading  to  the  possibility-  that  such  trained  viruses  may  in  the  future 
be  adapted  to  treatment  of  human  cancer.  The  committee  has  noted 
the  advisability  of  more  extensive  collaboration  with  the  Cancer 
Institute,  and  the  feasibility-  of  transferring  funds  for  joint  work. 

Adenoviruses,  responsible  for  many  feverish,  grippelike  upper  re¬ 
spiratory-  infections,  have  been  made  into  a  vaccine  which  in  large- 
scale  trials  gave  50  to  70  percent  protection  to  Navy  recruits.  For 
the  future,  there  is  hope  that  a  similar  vaccine  can  be  made  for  pro¬ 
tecting  babies  and  children  against  many  upper  respiratory  infections. 

Better  vaccines  for  many  diseases,  including  possibly  tuberculosis, 
may  result  from  chemical  and  physical  methods  that  split  off  from 
microorganisms  the  fraction  responsible  for  immunizing  power. 

A  method  of  blood  fractionation,  called  plasmapheresis,  may  increase 
the  Nation’s  stockpile  of  blood  by  making  it  possible  for  a  person  to 
donate  blood  five  tunes  as  often  as  heretofore  considered  safe. 

The  committee  has  been  interested  in  the  field  of  research  on 
germ-free  life,  in  particular  the  manner  in  which  this  research  tool 
logically  joins  the  areas  of  interest  of  the  National  Institute  of  Allergy 
and  Infectious  Diseases  and  the  National  Institute  of  Arthritis  and 
Metabolic  Diseases.  It  appears,  for  example,  that  the  state  of  shock 
may  be  brought  about  by  a  chain  of  events  ending  with  release  of 
bacterial  poisons  in  the  intestmes.  It  should  be  possible  to  test  this 
theory  by  placing  germ-free  animals  under  conditions  which  would 
ordinarily  produce  shock.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  more 
extensive  collaborative  work  between  the  Institutes  would  be  produc¬ 
tive. 

The  committee  emphasizes  the  importance  of  the  need  for  new 
knowledge  in  tropical  medicine.  While  tropical  diseases  research  is 
conventionally  thought  of  only  in  terms  of  our  military  commitments 
abroad,  the  committee  emphasizes  that  our  civil  populations  have 
at  least  an  equal  stake  in  the  results  of  such  activities.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  the  committee  specifically  has  in  mind  the  discussions  with 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  staff  of  one  proposed  activity  in 
Panama.  Such  an  extension  of  direct  research  activity  is  logical. 
At  this  time,  however,  the  committee  believes  that  other  activities 
of  the  Institute  should  be  reoriented  to  provide  an  opportunity  for 
the  proposed  new  program.  This  activity  would  not  minimize  the 
need  for  continued  support  on  a  long-term  basis  of  the  Gorgas  Memorial 
Laboratory.  This  distinguished  group  of  scientists  deserve  nothing 
less.  Further,  the  committee  is  hopeful  that  activities  conducted 
under  the  statutory  limitation  on  the  Gorgas  appropriation  can  be 
effectively  expanded  through  the  addition  of  funds  through  the 
research  grant  mechanism. 
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NEUROLOGY  AND  BLINDNESS  ACTIVITIES 


1957  _ $18,  650,  000 

1958  _  18,  887,  000 

House  allowance _  18,  887,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  24,  058,  000 


The  committee  recommends  $24,058,000  for  activities  under  this 
appropriation,  an  increase  of  $5,171,000  over  the  House  allowance 
and  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  continues  to  be  impressed  by  the  vigor  of  the  attack 
of  this  Institute  upon  the  obscure  and  sometimes  balRing  diseases  to 
which  its  efforts  are  dedicated.  The  fact  that  the  expenditure  of  sub¬ 
stantial  means  over  a  period  of  years  has  not  shed  light  upon  the  cause 
and  cure  of  many  neurological  disorders  is  no  reflection  whatever 
upon  the  vitality  and  scientific  productivity  of  the  research  program. 
In  this  field,  as  in  others,  such  as  cancer,  the  key  to  ultimate  victory 
is  sustained  support  over  the  long  periods  required  to  build  the  base 
of  knowledge  jirerequisite  to  the  development  of  applied  findings. 

Meanwhile,  findings  of  immediate  significance  are  being  produced. 
The  stknulating  and  productive  research  on  cure  of  focal  epilepsy,  and 
on  the  accompanying  work  involving  detection  of  the  precise  function 
of  each  area  of  the  brain,  continues  to  proceed  in  a  satisfactory  manner. 
This  clinical  work,  combined  as  it  is  with  closely  coordinated  work  on 
the  biochemistry  of  the  brain,  represents  to  the  committee  precisely 
the  type  of  combined  approach  which  it  had  in  mind  when  it  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  the  Clinical  Center  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health. 

Investigations  in  other  areas  are  going  forward.  For  example,  a 
diagnostic  method  has  been  developed  for  the  early  detection  and 
treatment  of  a  virulent  form  of  uveitis,  a  blinding  disease.  As  another 
example,  a  new  technique  has  been  developed  for  detecting  the  precise 
location  of  most  brain  tumors  without  opening  the  skull.  Such  find¬ 
ings  are  the  product  of  a  vigorous  research  effort. 

As  the  committee  noted  in  its  report  on  this  Institute  for  fiscal  year 
1957,  “balance  must  be  sustained  between  large-scale  collaborative 
studies  and  the  efforts  of  individuals  or  small  groups  working  in¬ 
dependently  in  the  laboratory.”  Experience  over  the  past  year  has 
emphasized  the  pertinence  of  this  warning.  The  course  of  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  cancer  chemotherapy  program,  as  a  large-scale  collabora¬ 
tive  study,  has  shown  clearly  that  there  are  definite  limits  to  the  rate 
at  which  such  programs  can  be  expended. 

The  potential  significance  of  occurrences  to  mothers  during  preg¬ 
nancy,  birth,  and  shortly  thereafter — the  so-called  perinatal  period — 
has  been  recounted  to  the  committee.  There  is  solid  ground  for 
believing  that  many  more  neurological  disorders  than  is  now  known  to 
be  the  case  arise  from  perinatal  influences.  For  this  reason,  the  time 
is  ripe  for  a  full-scale  effort  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  adveree 
conditions  during  this  period  are  responsible  for  neurological  disorders. 

The  committee  is  in  full  accord  with  this  large-scale  research  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  health  effects  of  perinatal  influences  to  be  undertaken  by 
this  Institute.  The  committee  hopes  to  see  this  program  expanded 
with  the  additional  funds  made  available. 


LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS  31 


GRANTS  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF  HEALTH  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 


1957  appropriation _  $30,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  30,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  30,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  30,  000,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  full  authorization  of  $30,000,000  for 
the  second  year  of  this  3-year  program  to  expire  with  fiscal  year  1959 
under  the  present  law. 

There  will  be  applications  from  eligible  applicants  far  in  excess  of 
the  authorized  annual  appropriation  of  $30,000,000.  The  committee 
has  been  informed  that  the  Advisory  Council  at  its  May  meeting 
approved  apphcations  for  $27,000,000,  or  90  percent  of  the  pending 
appropriation  request. 

RETIRED  PAY  OF  COMMISSIONED  OFFICERS 


1957  appropriation _  $1,  450,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  1,  570,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  Indefinite 


The  committee  has  mserted  this  item,  agaiust  which  a  point  of  order 
was  m.ade  and  sustained  in  the  House.  The  payment  of  these  benefits 
to  retired  comm.issioned  officers  is  established  by  law,  and  it  is  incum¬ 
bent  upon  the  Congress  to  provide  whatever  sums  are  necessary.  No 
administrative  control  can  be  exercised  over  the  am.ount  of  benefits 
paid  and,  since  the  item  is  relatively  small,  the  committee  has  changed 
this  from  an  annual  definite  appropriation  to  an  annual  indefinite 
appropriation  of  “such  amount  as  may  be  required  during  the  current 
fiscal  year.” 

National  Library  of  Medicine 


1957  appropriation _ $1,  314,  767 

1958  budget  estimate _  1,  450,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  450,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  450,  000 


The  budget  estimate  is  approved  to  provide  for  the  operating 
expenses  of  the  National  Library  of  Medicine  in  the  Public  Health 
Service,  having  been  transferred  thereto  from  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  941  approved 
in  the  last  session  of  Congress. 

The  National  Library  of  Medicine  Act  abolished  the  organization 
known  as  the  Armed  Forces  Medical  Library  and  established  in  its 
stead  the  National  Library  of  Medicine  in  the  Public  Health  Service. 
This  allowance  will  provide  approximately  $62,000  for  mandatory 
items  and  $63,000  for  new  program  items  including  3  additional 
employees  for  the  night  opening  of  the  library  to  meet  the  demands 
and  needs  of  its  users. 
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Public  Health  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $3,  892,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  5,  150,  000 

House  allowance _  5,  100,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  5,  100,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$50,000  from  the  budget  estimate  but  an  increase  of  $1,208,000  over 
the  1957  appropriation. 

This  allowance  will  provide  $233,300  for  mandatory  increases  and 
$953,700  for  new  program  items  including  an  additional  63  employees. 
The  major  item  included  in  the  new  program  items  is  the  national 
health  survey  program  for  which  16  additional  employees  are  pro¬ 
vided  and  $495,673. 


St.  Elizabeths  Hospital 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $2,  870,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  3,  265,  000 

House  allowance _  3,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  085,  800 


This  allowance,  an  increase  of  $85,800  over  the  House,  wdl  provide 
an  increase  of  $348,800  over  the  1957  appropriation  but  a  reduction 
of  $179,200  under  the  budget  estimate. 

This  allowance  will  provide  $15,600  for  mandatory  increases  and 
$70,200  for  other  essential  items  and  will  permit  the  hospital  to 
continue  the  present  standards  of  care  and  treatment  to  patients. 

The  disallowance  of  the  restoration  sought,  $85,800,  would  result 
in  a  decrease  in  reimbursements  of  $349,800  for  a  total  reduction 
in  obligational  authority  of  $435,600 — reimbursements  constitute 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  total  budget  and  a  reduction  in  the 
Federal  contribution  is  accompanied  by  a  proportionate  reduction  in 
reimbursements . 

MAJOR  REPAIRS  AND  PRESERVATION  OP  BUILDINGS  AND  GROUNDS 


1957  appropriation _  $270,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  55,  000 

Hou.se  allowance _  55,  000 

t  ommittee  recommendation _  55,  000 


This  allowance  will  provide  the  full  budget  estimate  including  the 
preliminary  plans  for  remodeling  an  extension  of  the  administration 
building,  $5,600;  the  replacement  of  a  freight  elevator  in  the  general 
kitchen,  $15,000;  additional  for  electrical  facilities  for  the  kitchen  of 
the  continued  treatment  building,  $15,000;  and  the  rewiring  and 
extension  of  electric  facilities  in  patient  buildings,  $19,400. 

construction,  treatment  AND  CAFETERIA  BUILDING 


1958  budget  estimate _  $180,  000 

House  allowance _ : _  1€0,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  180,000 
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This  allowance  will  provide  $186,000  for  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  a  250-bed  treatment  and  cafeteria  building  to 
replace  an  antiquated  treatment  building  constructed  in  1871.  Total 
cost  of  the  new  facilities  is  estimated  to  be  $4,175,000. 

A  proportionate  share  of  this  cost  will  be  borne  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  472,  83d  Congress. 
The  District  of  Columbia’s  share,  estimated  at  $3,072,000,  will  be 
collected  over  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  40  years. 

Social  Security  Administration 

BUREAU  OF  old-age  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $121,  500,  000 

1957  budget  estimate _  7.31,  000,  000 

House  allowance _  130,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  130,  000,  000 


This  allowance  will  provide  $8,192,155  to  meet  mandatory  increases 
in  fiscal  year  1958  and  an  additional  $3,395,592  for  additional  program 
items. 

Since  July  1956,  the  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
area  office  in  Birmingham,  Ala.,  has  been  writing  checks  for  bene¬ 
ficiaries  under  its  insurance  program  through  a  delegation  from  the 
Division  of  Disbursement,  Treasury  Department.  The  committee 
understands  that  considerable  savings  have  been  accomplished  in  the 
Birmingham  office  through  the  integration  of  the  OASI  accounting 
and  recordkeeping  functions  with  the  disbursing  functions.  In  view 
of  the  economies  which  have  been  effected,  the  committee  feels  that 
the  Birmingham  delegation  should  be  extended  to  the  other  five  area 
offices  of  the  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance. 

A  group  made  up  of  representatives  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Treasury  Department  is 
currently  studying,  as  directed  by  the  House  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations,  the  further  delegation  of  cbeckwriting  to  several  agencies. 
Unless  the  findings  of  this  group  conclusively  demonstrate  that  the 
checkwriting  function  should  be  retained  in  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment,  this  committee  feels  that  a  delegation  to  at  least  the  Bureau 
of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  should  be  accomplished  at  the 
earliest  possible  date.  The  group  studying  this  matter  is  scheduled 
to  complete  its  work  and  make  a  report  not  later  than  June  30,  1957. 
This  committee  will  expect  to  be  advised  of  the  conclusions  which 
are  reached  in  this  connection. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Committee  recommendation _  $5,  710,  000 

The  committee  recommends  an  additional  transfer  from  the  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  of  $5,710,000  to  make  avail¬ 
able  a  total  of  $31,080,000  for  the  construction  of  an  office  building  on 
the  outskirts  of  Baltimore  for  this  Bureau.  The  committee  has  also 
included  an  escalator  clause  to  permit  the  execution  of  the  building 
contract  at  a  price  higher  or  lower  than  the  available  funds,  con- 
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tingent  upon  the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  in  construction  costs 
generally  dating  from  October  1,  1956,  the  date  of  the  computation 
of  this  estimate,  as  determined  by  the  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

Funds  for  plans  and  specifications,  $1,500,000,  were  made  available 
by  the  Congress  on  July  1,  1953.  The  Bureau  hopes — some  4  years 
later — to  have  the  plans  and  specifications  completed  early  in  fiscal 
year  1958.  This  protracted  delay  in  getting  jdans  and  specifications 
is  attributable  to  all  concerned  in  the  Department,  and  to  an  opinion 
rendered  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  with  regard  to  the  limit  of 
cost  for  the  building — no  limit  of  cost  was  included  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  item  at  the  time  but  the  reports  from  both  Committees  on  Appro¬ 
priations  had  agreed  on  a  specific  figure  of  $25,370,000,  notwith¬ 
standing  which  the  Comptroller  General  ruled  that  the  appropriation 
amount,  several  million  dollars  under  the  limit  of  cost  as  agreed  upon 
in  the  committee  reports,  was  the  controlling  one. 

The  committee  has  included  in  this  item  a  proviso  that  the  escalator 
clause  contained  therein  shall  be  effective  only  if  the  contract  for 
construction  is  executed  on  or  before  December  1,  1957.  It  will  be 
necessary  for  the  Department  to  proceed  forthwith  to  get  completed 
plans  and  specifications  and  to  see  that  bids  are  invited  and  received 
and  a  contract  executed  before  the  date  mentioned. 

The  committee  is  certain  that  there  is  no  justification  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  day’s  delay  in  proceeding  with  the  construction  of  this  most 
urgently  needed  building.  Since  the  trust  fund  is  the  depository  of 
contributions  of  workers  and  employers,  there  is  a  special  responsi¬ 
bility  on  the  part  of  all  concerned  to  exercise  every  precaution  in  the 
conservation  of  these  funds.  A  continuation  of  the  present  rental 
arrangements  residts  in  an  additional  charge  against  the  fund  of 
approximately  $1,750,000  a  year. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  Bureau  has  not  engaged  the 
services  of  an  individual  competent  in  the  construction  field  to  expe¬ 
dite  the  work  on  this  building  in  view  of  the  obvious  extreme  urgency 
of  early  occupancy  and  the  continued  unnecessary  drain  on  the  trust 
fund.  The  committee  will  expect  the  Bureau  to  immediately  employ 
such  an  individual. 

GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 


1957  appropriation _  $1,  575,  000,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  1,  679,  400,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  600,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  600,  000,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$79,400,000  from  the  budget  estimate,  but  $25,000,000  over  the 
1957  appropriation. 

The  committee  again  recommends  the  striking  out  of  the'limitation 
on  the  amount  of  funds  to  be  made  available  for  expenses  of  State  and 
local  administration,  in  conformance  wuth  the  position  of  the  Senate 
in  its  action  on  the  Urgent  Deficiency  Appropriation  Bill,  1957,  H.  R. 
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4249,  and  on  the  subsequent  continuing  resolutions.  House  Joint 
Resolution  310  and  House  Joint  Resolution  312,  with  respect  to 
which  this  committee  recommended,  and  the  Senate  without  dissent 
approved,  that  the  funds  appropriated  be  made  available  without 
limitation. 

The  committee  feels  constrained  again  to  suggest  that  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  a  limitation  covering  the  funds  to  be  used  for  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  public  assistance  programs  pursue  the  matter 
through  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  in  whose  province  falls  the  amendment  of  the  Social  Security 
Act.  Inquiry  reveals  that  there  is  no  pending  bill  before  either  com¬ 
mittee  to  effect  this  purpose,  nor  has  there  been  such  a  bill  for  years. 

GRANTS  TO  ST.\TES  FOR  TRAINING  PUBLIC  WELFARE  PERSONNEL 


1958  budget  estimate _  $2,  500,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  None 


The  committee  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Department  for  restora¬ 
tion  of  this  item,  deleted  in  its  entirety  by  the  House,  but  concluded 
that  no  funds  should  be  allowed. 

BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE,  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _ $1,  748,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  216,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  900,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  900,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$216,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $252,000  over 
the  appropriation  for  1957.  This  increase  will  provide  approximately 
$130,000  for  mandatory  items,  and  $22,000  for  minor  program 
activities. 

In  approving  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  for  1957, 
which  was  a  sizable  increase  over  the  amount  allowed  for  the  fiscal 
year  1956,  the  committee  expressed  the  hope  that  the  Bureau  would 
be  able  to  assist  the  States  in  achieving  more  efficient  administration, 
and  permit  a  more  frequent  review  of  State  and  local  operations. 
Testimony  of  Bureau  officials  failed  to  indicate  any  increase  in  the 
frequency  of  the  review,  and  any  increased  efficiency  of  State  and  local 
operations  has  failed  to  produce  economies  which  can  be  observed  by 
the  committee.  With  the  increase  granted  in  1957  continued  in  1958, 
the  committee  will  expect  to  be  advised  of  any  concrete  evidence  of 
economy  resulting  from  measm’es  instituted  as  a  result  of  the  program 
expansion  authorized. 
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children’s  BUREAU,  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $1,  822,  OOO 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  154,  000 

House  allowance _  2,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance  of  $2,000,000, 
$154,000  below  the  budget  estimate,  and  $178,000  above  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  1957. 

The  funds  recommended  will  provide  for  approximately  $102,000 
in  mandatory  items,  and  $76,000  for  program  expansion. 

GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  MATERNAL  AND  CHILD  WELFARE 


1957  appropriation _  $39,  361,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  41,  500,  000 

House  allowance _  41,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  41,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance,  the  full  amount 
of  the  budget  estimate. 

The  funds  recommended  will  provide  the  full  amount  authorized 
for  maternal  and  child  health  services,  $16.5  million;  $15  million  for 
crippled  childrens  services ;  and  within  $2  million  of  the  amount  author¬ 
ized  for  child  welfare  services. 

The  specific  allowance  of  $1  million  for  special  project  grants  for 
mentally  retarded  children,  initiated  by  the  committee  in  1957,  is 
continued  in  the  bill. 

COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH  OR  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS  IN  SOCIAL 

SECURITY 


1958  budget  estimate _ $2,  080,  000 

House  allowance _  None 

Committee  recommendation _  None 


No  funds  are  allowed  for  this  new  activity.  The  committee  con¬ 
sidered  the  Department’s  appeal  for  restoration  of  the  budget  estimate, 
disallowed  by  the  House,  but  concluded  that  no  allowance  should  be 
made. 


Office  of  the  Commissioner 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $212,  000 

OASI  transfer _  160,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  315,  000 

OASI  transfer _  244,  000 

House  allowance _  300,  000 

OASI  transfer _  240,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  300,  000 

OASI  transfer _  240,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance,  a  reduction  of 
$19,000  from  the  budget  estimate,  but  represents  an  increase  of 
$168,000  over  the  1957  appropriation.  Numerous  amendments  to 
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the  Social  Security  Act  within  the  past  few  years  have  added  consider¬ 
ably  to  the  workload  of  this  office,  while  there  has  been  only  a  minor 
increase  in  staff.  The  funds  here  recommended  wlU  permit  the 
Commissioner  to  add  18  positios  to  his  staff. 

Office  of  the  Secret.^ry 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _ $1,  588,  000' 

O ASI  transfer _  225,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  2,  015,  000 

OASI  transfer _  282,  000 

House  allowance _  1,  800,  000 

OASI  transfer _  260,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  800,  000 

OASI  transfer _  260,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  amount  of  the  House  allowance, 
a  total  of  $2,060,000,  a  reduction  of  $237,000  below^  the  budget  esti- 
^mate,  and  an  increase  of  $247,000  over  the  1957  appropriation.  The 
increase  over  the  current  year  will  provide  approximately  $134,000 
for  mandatory  increases,  and  $113,000  for  program  increases. 

The  committee  notes  that  even  with  the  substantial  increase  granted 
in  1957  over  the  1956  allowance,  positions  w'ere  added  to  the  staff  of 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  which  were  neither  authorized  nor  submitted 
to  the  Congress  for  consideration.  The  committee  wdU  expect  the 
Department  in  the  future  to  justify  such  additions  before  taking  such 
action. 

In  commenting  on  the  effect  of  the  House  action,  the  Department 
remarked  that  preparation  for  continuation  of  essential  activities  at 
the  seat  of  government  and  elsewhere  during  civil-defense  emergencies, 
will  have  to  be  performed  by  employees  already  on  the  roll.  The 
committee  concurs  in  this  arrangement  and  urges  its  adoption  through¬ 
out  the  Department.  The  funds  recommended  for  the  Department 
in  this  biU,  however,  do  not  provide  for  any  of  the  functions  of  the 
Federal  Civil  Defense  Administration  delegate  agency  programs, 
for  which  no  estimates  were  considered  by  this  committee  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  bill. 

^  Office  of  Field  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _ $1,  985,  000 

OASI  transfer _ 568,  000 

1958  budget  estimate. _ _  2,  355,  000- 

OASI  transfer _ _  708,  000- 

House  allowance _  2,  300,  OOOi 

OASI  transfer _  700,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  300,  000 

OASI  transfer _  700,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  House 
action  in  allowing  the  requested  increase  over  the  1957  appropriation 
for  grant-in-aid  auditors,  and  for  central  voucher  auditing,,  and,' 
payrolling  in  the  regional  offices. 


38  LABOR-HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  WELFARE  APPROPRIATIONS 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _ $426,  000 

Transfers _ _  419,  100 

1958  budget  estimate _  559,  000 

Transfers _  477,  000 

House  allowance _  500,  000 

Transfers _  450,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  500,  000 

Transfers _  474,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $24,000  in  the  transfer 
from  the  OASI  trust  fund. 

Amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act  during  both  the  83d  and 
84th  Congresses,  particularly  with  reference  to  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  program,  substantially  increased  the  worldoad  of 
this  office.  The  increase  recommended  will  provide  for  the  3  positions 
requested  for  the  OASI  division,  as  well  as  1  position  in  the  welfare 
and  education  division. 

SURPLUS  PROPERTY  UTILIZATION 


1957  appropriation _  $450,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  502,  000 

House  allowance _  502,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  502,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  House  allowed  the  full  amount 
of  the  budget  estimate,  which  wiU  provide  $26,850  for  mandatory 
items,  and  $25,150  for  4  positions  for  the  Boston  and  Denver  regional 
offices. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

INDIRECT  COSTS  OF  RESEARCH 

The  biU  as  it  passed  the  House  contained  the  following  section : 

Sec.  208.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used 
to  pay  any  recipient  of  a  grant  for  the  conduct  of  a  research 
project  an  amount  for  indirect  expenses  in  connection  with 
such  project  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the  direct  costs. 

The  committee  heard  a  number  of  eminent  witnesses  representing 
universities  and  research  institutions  regarding  the  adverse  effects 
of  this  limitation  on  the  fiscal  structure  of  such  universities  and 
research  institutions  conducting  medical  research  with  funds  granted 
by  the  Department.  Testimony  before  the  committee  indicated  that 
schools  and  other  institutions  often  are  forced  to  absorb  costs  some¬ 
what  in  excess  of  the  proposed  15  percent,  and  that  these  costs  are 
increasing. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  indirect  costs  are  as  much  a 
part  of  the  total  cost  of  research  as  are  direct  costs.  There  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  available,  however,  to  establish  a  fixed  percentage 
at  this  time.  For  this  reason,  the  committee  will  request  the  General 
Accounting  Office  to  conduct  a  study  of  this  matter  and  render  a 
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report  by  January  1,  1958.  Pending  the  outcome  of  the  study,  the 
committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  indirect  cost  payments  should  be 
increased  by  a  conservative  amount  above  the  current  level. 

LIMITATION  OF  AVAILABILITY  OF  CONSTRUCTION  FUNDS 

The  Congress  last  year  in  its  consideration  of  the  Second  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  approved  funds  for  the  preparation 
of  plans  and  specifications  for  the  construction  of  a  general  office 
building  and  a  dental  research  building  for  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  and  for  the  construction  of  library  facilities  for  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine. 

In  recommending  these  funds  this  committee  was  under  the  belief 
that  the  provisions  of  law  (31  U.  S.  C.  682),  continued  available  such 
funds  until  the  final  completion  of  the  buildings.  However,  on  May 
28,  1957,  the  Comptroller  General  ruled  that  funds  made  available 
for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  were  available  only 
) during  the  year  for  which  appropriated.  The  committee  accordingly 
recommends  the  inclusion  of  the  following  proviso  at  the  conclusion 
of  section  209: 

Provided^  That  existing  obligatioTial  authority  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Healthy  Education^  and  Welfare  for  preparation 
of  plans  and  specifications  for  the  construction  of  the  general 
office  and  the  dental  research  huMdings  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Healthy  and  the  National  Library  of  Medicine 
building  of  the  Public  Health  Service^  shall  remain  available 
until  June  SO,  19oS. 

There  was  unobligated  on  April  30,  1957,  $134,505  of  the  $300,000 
made  available  for  the  general  office  building;  $349,976  of  the  $350,000 
for  the  library  facilities;  and  the  full  amount  of  the  $200,000  for  the 
dental  research  building. 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  TRAVEL  EXPENSES 

The  committee  recommends  the  inclusion  of  the  following  section; 

Sec.  211.  To  the  extent  and  under  the  conditions  provided 
\  by  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  officers  {including  commis- 
sioner  officers  of  the  Public  Health  Service)  and  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  may  here¬ 
after,  in  connection  with  their  attendance  at  meetings  or  in 
performing  advisory  services  concerned  with  the  functions  or 
activities  of  the  Department,  be  permitted  to  accept  payment, 
in  cash  or  in  kind,  from  non-Federal  agencies,  organizations, 
and  individuals,  for  travel  and  subsistence  expenses,  to  be 
retained  by  them  to  cover  the  cost  thereof  or  deposited  to  the 
credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  thereof  is  paid, 
as  may  be  provided  in  such  regulations. 

This  authority  would  be  used  by  the  Department  in  meeting  the 
requests  of  groups  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Department  for 
special  advisory  services,  and  for  attendance  at  meetings  when  so 
requested  by  non-Federal  agencies,  organizations,  or  individuals. 
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Similar  authority  has  been  contained  in  the  appropriation  acts  for 
the  Department  for  a  number  of  years  in  connection  with  the  Office 
of  Education. 

The  Department  has  indicated  a  need  for  such  authority  not  only 
in  connection  with  the  Office  of  Education,  but  also  in  connection 
with  scientific  and  other  work  of  the  Public  Health  Service  and  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration. 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 


1957  appropriation _  $8,  951,  500’ 

1958  budget  estimate _  9,  575,  000 

House  allowance _  9,  384,  800' 

Committee  recommendation _  9,  384,  800' 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  amount  allowed,  an  increase  of 
$433,800  over  the  1957  appropriation,  will  permit  the  Board  to  make' 
the  mandatory  contribution  to  the  retirement  fimd  of  $427,900  but 
will  require  the  absorption  of  other  mandatory  items  approximating 
$95,000. 

NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _  $475,  500 

1958  budget  estimate _  520,  000 

House  allowance _  520,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  520,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  amount  allowed  is  $44,500  over 
the  1957  appropriation,  which  provides  for  mandatory  items  totahng 
$27,000,  and  an  increase  in  staff  of  1  mediator,  plus  related  expenses. 

ARBITRATION  AND  EMERGENCY  BOARDS 


1957  appropriation _  $250,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  250,  000 

House  allowance _  250,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  250,  000 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  amount  recommended  covers 
the  salaries  and  expenses  of  members  of  Presidential  boards,  arbitra¬ 
tion  boards,  and  neutrals  appointed  on  special  boards  of  adjustment 
in  the  railroad  industry. 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 


1957  appropriation _  $486,  500 

1958  budget  estimate _  525,  000 

House  allowance _  525,  000' 

Committee  recommendation _  525,  000' 


No  increase  is  recommended.  The  recommended  allowance  will 
provide  for  the  administrative  expenses  connected  with  the  Board’s 
work,  no  appropriation  being  required  for  the  salaries  of  the  36-member 
Board,  half  of  which  are  paid  by  the  carriers  and  half  by  labor 
organizations. 
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RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

1957  appropriation _  $7,  600,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _ : _  8,  150,  000 

House  allowance _  8,  150,  000 

■Committee  recommendation _ _ _  8,  150,  000 

No  increase  is  recommended.  The  amount  recommended  is  for  the 
full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  which  is  an  increase  of  $550,000 
over  the  amount  available  during  the  current  year.  These  funds  are 
made  available  from  the  railroad  retirement  trust  fund,  and  are  for 
the  administrative  costs  of  operating  the  railroad  retirement  program. 

FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1957  appropriation _ $3,  295,  000 

S 1958  budget  estimate _  3,  610,  000 

'  House  allowance _  3,  550,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  550,  000 


The  committee  approves  the  House  allowance  of  $.3,550,000,  whicli 
is  $60,000  less  than  the  budget  estimate,  and  $255,000  above  the  1957 
^appropriation  to  provide  for  mandatory  increases. 

The  committee  has  also  included  language  to  permit  the  payment 
of  costs  for  Government-listed  telephones  in  private  residences  or 
apartments  for  the  official  use  of  mediators  who  are  located  in  cities 
where  no  Federal  mediation  service  office  is  maintained.  No  addi¬ 
tional  funds  were  requested  for  this  authority,  as  officials  of  the  service 
testified  that  the  additional  costs  would  be  absorbed  out  of  the  funds 
pro\fided.  The  committee  was  advised  that  the  Comptroller  General 
has  ruled  that  specific  authority  must  be  obtained  in  the  appropriation 
act  concerned  before  such  an  expenditure  may  be  made. 

The  arrangements  under  which  these  telephones  will  be  installed 
require  that  the  employee  have  his  own  private  phone  to  insure  that 
the  Government  is  not  providing  personal  phone  service. 


INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER 


)  BASIN 

1957  appropriation _ 

1958  budget  estimate _ 

House  allowance _ 

Committee  recommendation _ 


$5,  000 
5,  000 
5,  000 
5,  000 


The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance  of  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $5,000,  which  is  a  contribution  to  the  Commission  toward 
administrative  expenses.  The  Commission  is  a  joint  agency  repre¬ 
senting  the  States  in  the  Potomac  River  Basin,  organized  to  encourage 
cooperative  effort  among  the  States  on  pollution  problems  in  the  basin. 


UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 


1957  appropriation _ .$6,  643,  000 

1958  budget  estimate _  4,  750,  000 

House  allowance _  4,  750,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  4,  750,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  the  House  allowance  of  $4,750,000, 
the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  which  is  $1,893,000  below 
the  1957  appropriation.  The  reduction  below  1957  does  not  aflfect 
operation  of  the  home,  as  funds  were  provided  in  that  year  for  the 
construction  of  a  service  center. 

These  funds,  derived  from  the  Soldiers’  Home  permanent  fund, 
which  consists  of  contributions  from  Regular  members  of  the  Army 
and  Air  Force,  court-martial  pay  stoppages  or  fines,  and  all  for¬ 
feitures  on  account  of  desertion,  are  for  the  maintenance  and  operation 
of  the  home. 


PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS,  GENERAL  AND  SPECIAL  FUNDS 
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Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans . . . I  70, 000,000  I  42,000,000  1  30,800,000 
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85th  CONGEESS 
IsT  Session 


Calendar  No.  423 

H.  R.  6287 

[Report  No.  416] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  8, 1957 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

June  7, 1957 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  13,  1957,  by  Mr. 

Hill,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  endiug  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 

6  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 

7  namely : 


I 


2 


1  TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

2  OFFICE  OF  THE  SECEETARY 

3  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

4  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title  re- 

5  ferred  to  as  the  Secretary) ,  including  payment  in  advance 

6  when  authorized  by  the  .Secretary  for  dues  or  fees  for 

7  librai'y  membership  in  organizations  whose  publications  are 

8  available  to  members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower 

9  than  to  the  general  pubhc;  and  pmchase  of  unifonns  or 

10  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 

11  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131)  ;  $1,480,0007  of 

12  which  not  more  than  $470-,-000  Hhnlf  bo  for  international 

13  labor  affairs ;  Provided,  That  the  Uinitation  of  $154,490  for 
international  labor  affairs  appearing  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70  Stat.  423)  is  increased 

16  to  $159,490. 

11  Working  capital  fund:  There  is  hereby  established  a 
16  working  capital  fund,  to  be  available  without  fiscal  year 
1^  limitation,  for  expenses  necessai*y  for  the  mamtenance  and 

20  operation  of  (1)  a  central  reproduction  service;  (2)  a  cen- 

21  tral  visual  exhibit  service;  (3)  a  central  supply  service  for 

22  supplies  and  equipment  for  which  adequate  stocks  may  be 
26  maintained  to  meet,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  requirements 
21  of  the  Department;  and  (4)  telephone,  mail  and  messenger 
2b  services:  Provided,  That  any  stocks  of  supplies  and  equip- 
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of  supplies  and  equipment  and  that  the  fund  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  in  advance  from  available  fimds  of  bureaus,  offices, 
and  agencies  for  which  services  are  performed  at  rates  which 
will  return  in  full  all  expenses  of  operations,  including  re¬ 
serves  for  accrued  annual  leave  and  depreciation  of  equip¬ 
ment. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 


Office  of  the  Solicitor, 


$2, 1 9 1  witli 


«ot  to  cx-(‘e(‘d  to  he  deehrod  from  the  highway  trust 

fund  cHaUtal  hy  station  2th4  of  the  Highway  Rev-emie  Aet  of 


BUREATI  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
promotion  of  industrial  safety,  emplo3unent  stabilization,  and 
amicable  industrial  relations  for  labor  and  industry;  per¬ 
formance  of  safet}'  functions  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Employees’  Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C. 
784  (c)  )  ;  perfoniiance  of  the  functions  vested  in  the  Sec- 
retary  by  title  I  of  the  Lalior-Management  Relations  Act, 
1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  159  (f)  and  (g)  )  ;  and  not  lessAliah 

V  "'A 

$182,575  for  tlie  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on 
National  Em})lo_y  the  Physicall}"  Handicapped  Week,  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat. 

409)  :  ProvkJed,  That  no  part  of  the  ap])ropriation  for 
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the  President’s  Committee  shall  be  subject  to  reduction  or 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  existing  law ;  including  purchase  of  reports  and 
of  material  for  informational  exhibits  and  expenses  of  attend¬ 
ance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  conferences 
concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards; 
$985,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  VETEEANS’  EEEMPLOYMENT  EIGHTS 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Por  expenses  necessary  to  render 
assistance  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment 
rights  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and  Service 
Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  308),  the 
Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
App.  351),  the  Army  Reserve  and  Retired  Persoimel 
Service  Law  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  401 ) , 
and  section  9  of  the  Universal  Military  Trainhig  and  Service 
Act  (50  U.  S.  0.  App.  459) ,  and  the  Reserve  Eorces  Act 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  598) ,  $542,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 
Salaries  and  expenses:  Por  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  March  4,  1913  (5 
U.  S.  0.  611),  and  August  16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  C.  50), 
$3,600,000. 
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BUEEAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECUEITT 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  emplo5mient  service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil-service  laws, 
for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  and  not 
to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  IT.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5y558,000 
$6,000,000,  of  which  $6,874,400  shall  he  derived  hy  transfer 
from  the  Federal  unemployment  account  in  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Trust  Fund,  and,  of  which  $1,125,000  shall  he  for 
caiTjdng  into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  (except  section 
602)  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and 
employment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as 
amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  49-49n) ,  for  carr3dng  into  effect 
section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944, 
for  gTants  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.  501-503), 
including,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of 
equipment,  and  the  payment  of  rental  for  space  made  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  for 
necessary  expenses  including  purchasing  and  installing  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

JIG 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

n 

18 

19 

20 

21 

.22 

23 

24 

25 


6 


air-conditioning  ecuiipinent  in  connection  with  tlie  operation 
ot  einplovinent  office  facilities  and  services  in  the  District  of 
Colninliia,  and  for  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  carrying  out  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Kead- 
justinent  Assistance  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  684)  and  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  1130), 
8249,8 1-4.0W  $2()0M(),0()0,  of  which  $10, 000, 000  shaU 
be  ovaihihle  only  to  the  extent  necemiry  to  meet  increased 
costs  of  administration  resultiny  from  changes  in  a  State 
law  or  increases  in  the  numbers  of  claims  filed  and.  claims 
paid  or  increased  salary  costs  resultiny  from  changes  in 
State  salary  compensation  plans  embracing  employees  of  the 
State  generally  over  those  upon  which  the  State  s  basic  grant 
(or  the  allocation  for  the  Distxict  of  Columbia)  was  based, 
'which  increased  costs  of  administration  cannot  be  provided 
for  by  normal  budgetary  adjustments:  Provided,  That  not¬ 
withstanding  aii}^  pi’ovision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302 
(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Seci'ctary  of 
.Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certily  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  payment  to  each  State  found  to  be  in  com])liance 
with  the  recpiirements  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  and,  except 
in  the  (*-ase  of  Puerto  Pico,  (ruam,  and  the  Virgin  fslands,  with 
the  provisions  of  section  303  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  such  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  for 
the  ])roper  and  efficient  administration  of  its  unemjiloyment 
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coiiipeiisatioii  law  and  of  its  public  employment  offices :  Pro¬ 
vided  f  urther,  That  such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties 
may  jointly  determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of 
official  mail  matter  in  connection  with  the  administration 
of  unem])loynient  compensation  systems  and  employment 
services  by  States  receiving  grants  therefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  the  merit  basis,  shall 
apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security^  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis¬ 
lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  com])ensation  of  their  employees,  be.- 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  maimer 
of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees.  . 
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Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended, 
for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemplo3unent  compensation  for  veterans:  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  unemployed  veterans  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Veterans’  Readjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952, 
$36,800,000. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans,  next  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  current 
fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Veterans’  Readjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  benefits  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  and  the  obligations  and 
expenditures  thereunder  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees: 
For  payments  to  unemployed  Federal  employees,  either  di¬ 
rectly  or  through  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  $25,000,000. 
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Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees, 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of 
the  cmTent  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized 
by  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such 
amounts  as  may  be  required  for  payment  to  unemployed 
Federal  employees  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year,  and  the  obhgations  and  expenditures  thereunder 
shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor  program: 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  Labor  under 
the  Act  of  July  12,  1951  (65  Stat.  119),  as  amended, 
including  temporary  employment  of  persons  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws,  $2,2367200  $2,500,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  employees’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $113,400  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Appeals  Board,  $2,838,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $47,400  to  he  derived  from  the  fund  created 
by  section  44  of  the  Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’ 
Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.  S.  C.  906) . 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except  ad- 
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ministrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay¬ 
ments  to  other  Eederal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of 
benefits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  ‘‘Civilian  War 
Benefits”  in  the  Eederal  Security  Agency  Appropriation 
Act,  1947;  the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of 
recoveries  in  thfid-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical 
and  hospital  services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral 
and  burial  expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  ex¬ 
penses  incidental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial, 
for  such  enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were 
certified  by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiviug  hospital 
services  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30, 
1943,  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian 
employees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and 
authority  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  796),  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services, 
treatment,  and  expenses  in  such  cases  and  for  payments  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  the  War  Claims  Act 
of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.,  app.  2012)  ;  such  amount  as  may  be 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 
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BUEEAU  OF  LABOE  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  mcluding  advances 
or  reimbui-sement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and 
their  employees  for  services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $7,421,000 
$7,225,000. 

women’s  BUEEAU 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  C.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 
reports  and  material  for  informational  exhibits,  $462,000. 

WAGE  AND  HOUE  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per¬ 
forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  conditions 
for  the  pm’chase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts  by 
the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  C.  35-45),  including  reimbursement  to  State, 
Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  em^doyees  for  inspection 
services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for  expenses  of 
attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  con- 
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ferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Division, 
$10,600,000. 

geneeaij  peom;sions 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
concerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such 
appropriation  is  made. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

TITLE  II— DEPAETMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCA¬ 
TION,  AND  WELFAEE 

AMEEICAN  FEINTING  HOUSE  FOE  THE  BLIND 
Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
March  3,  1879,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  0.  101-105), 
$328,000. 

FOOD  AND  DEUG  ADMIN  ISTEATION 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  expenses  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 
amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act, 
as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act 
(21  U.  S.  C.  141-149)  ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act 
(15  U.  S.  C.  401-411);  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as 
amended  (21  IT.  S.  C.  61-64)  ;  including  'purchase  of  not 
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to  exceed  eighty-nine  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  fifty- 
one  shall  he  for  replacement  only;  reporting  and  illustrating 
the  results  of  investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  appa¬ 
ratus,  and  scientific  equipment;  payment  in  advance  for 
special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of  fees, 
travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement 
operations;  $9,300,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification,  inspection,  and 
other  services:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification 
or  inspection  of  certain  products,  and  for  the  establishment 
of  tolerances  for  pesticides,  in  accordance  with  sections  406, 
408,  504,  506,  507,  604,  702A,  and  706  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
346,  346a,  354,  356,  357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  ag¬ 
gregate  of  the  advance  deposits  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  to  cover  payments  of  fees  for  services  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  certifications,  inspections,  or  establishment  of 
tolerances,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific 
equipment;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  four  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  expenses  of  advisory  commit¬ 
tees  ;  and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service 
has  been  rendered. 
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feeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  furnishing,  repair¬ 
ing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in 
the  performance  of  their  official  duties;  transfer  of  funds  to 
the  appropriation  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard  Univer¬ 
sity”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  personnel  de¬ 
tailed  to  the  hospital;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  actual  cost  of  heat,  light,  and  power 
furnished  by  such  university;  $3,000,000:  Provided,  That 
no  intern  or  resident  ph^'^sician  receiving  compensation  from 
this  appropriation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  foim  of  wages  or  salaiy  from  any  other 
appropriation  in  this  title:  Provided  further,  That  the 
District  of  Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freedmen’s 
Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  in  advance 
at  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  such  amount  as  the 
Surgeon  General  calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of 
rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  the  care  of 
patients  certified  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered 
by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations 
shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  advance  of 
payment ;  but  proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have  been 
paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  each  quarter :  Provided  further,  That  the 
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Surgeon  General  may  delegate  tlie  responsibilities  imposed 
upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 

GALLAUDET  COLLEGE 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Tor  the  partial  support  of  Gal- 
laudet  College,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous 
expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Public  Law  420),  $730,000: 
Provided,  That  Gallaudet  College  shall  be  paid  by  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  at  the  rate  of  $1,295  per  school  year  for  each 
student  attending  and  receiving  instruction  in  elementary 
or  secondary  education  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  March  1, 
1901  (31  D.  C.  Code  1008). 

Construction:  For  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
buildings  and  facilities  on  the  grounds  of  Gallaudet  College, 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Puhhc  Law 
420) ,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  including  planning,  architectural,  and  engineering 
services,  $1,690,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959,  as  follows:  For  a  cafeteria  and  service  building  and  a 
men’s  dormitory,  together  with  alterations,  installations,  and 
equipment  in  connection  with  such  construction,  and  for 
heginning  roads,  walks,  and  grading  in  connection  with  such 
construction. 
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HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  partial  support  of 
Howard  University,  including  personal  sendees  and  mis¬ 
cellaneous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
$3,800,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  of  a  physical  education  building  and  a  home 
economics  building,  $150,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  equipping  the  dental 
school  building  under  the  supervision  of  General  Services 
Administration,  $262,000,  to  remain  available  until  June 
30,  1959,  and  such  amount  shall  be  in  addition  to  the 
limitation  of  cost  established  by  Public  Law  452,  Eighty- 
second  Congress. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (20 
U.  S.  C.,  ch.  2;  70  Stat.  1126) ,  and  section  202  of  said  Act 
(70  Stat.  925) ,  section  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20 
U.  S.  C.  29),  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20 
U.  S.  C.  30),  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C.  31), 
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and  section  9  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1956  (70  Stat.  909), 
including  $4,000,000  for  extension  and  improvement  of 
practical  nurse  training,  and  $228,000  for  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  in  the  fishery  trades  and  industry  including  distributive 
occupations  therein,  $3374427081-  $33,750,081 :  Provided, 
That  the  apportionment  to  the  States  under  section  3  (a) , 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act 
of  1946  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed 
$29,267,081  for  the  current  fiscal  year;  Provided  further. 
That  the  amount  of  allotment  which  States  and  Territories 
are  not  prepared  to  use  may  be  reapportioned  among  other 
States  and  Territories  applying  therefor  for  use  in  the  pro¬ 
grams  for  which  the  funds  were  originally  apportioned. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  canying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0. 
329),  $2,501,500. 

Grants  for  library  services:  For  grants  to  the  States 
pm'suant  to  the  Act  of  June  19,  1956,  as  amended  (70  Stat. 
293-296,  911),  $5,000,000;  Provided,  That  the  amount  of 
any  State’s  allotment  from  this  appropriation  which  such 
State  certifies  will  remain  unpaid  to  it  on  June  30,  1959, 
may  be  reallotted  by  the  Commissioner  among  other  States 
applying  therefor  in  proportion  to  their  rural  population. 


H.  R.  6287 - 3 
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and  deemed  part  of  such  allotments,  except  that  no  State's 
allotment  shall  be  so  mcreased  as  to  exceed  the  allotment 
which  would  be  made  to  it  were  this  appropriation  equal 
to  the  maximum  authorized  under  such  Act. 

Payments  to  school  districts :  For  payments  to  local  edu¬ 
cational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950,  as 
amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  ch.  13;  70  Stat.  909,  970-972), 
$127,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  also 
be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
such  Act. 

Assistance  for  school  construction:  For  an  additional 
amount  for  providing  school  facihties  and  for  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized 
by  title  III  and  title  IV  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1950, 
as  amended  (20  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  14;  70  Stat.  909,  968-969), 
including  not  to  exceed  $700,000  for  necessary  expenses  of 
technical  services  rendered  by  other  agencies  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  for  title  IV,  $41,700,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  salaries  or  other 
direct  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  - . 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
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Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult  educa¬ 
tion;  developing  hbrary  participation  in  Federal  projects; 
fostering  nationwide  coordination  of  research  materials  among 
libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  development 
of  hbrary  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase,  distri¬ 
bution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  apphances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  and  cooperative  research,  surveys, 
and  demonstrations  in  education  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
July  26,  1954  (20  U.  S.  0.  331-332)  ;  $7,000,000,  of 
which  not  less  than  $550,000  shall  be  available  for  the 
Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  authorized. 

President's  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High 
School:  For  salaries  and  expenses  for  the  Presidents  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School,  including  serv¬ 
ices  as  authorized  hy  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings, 
$200,000. 
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OFFICE  OF  vocational  EEHABILITATION 

Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies:  For  grants  to 
States  and  other  agencies  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Eehahilitation  Act,  as  amended,  $45,100,000,  of  which 
$40,000,000  is  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  under 
section  2  of  said  Act;  $1,500,000  is  for  extension  and  im¬ 
provement  projects  under  section  3  of  said  Act;  and 
$3,600,000  is  for  special  projects  under  section  4  of  said 
Act:  Provided,  That  allotments  under  section  2  of  said  Act 
to  the  States  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  $53,000,000,  and  this  amount  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  the  smn  available  for  allotments  under  such  section 
for  such  fiscal  year. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak- 
hig,  after  May  31  of  the  cmvent  fiscal  year,  grants  to  States 
under  sections  2  and  3  of  the  Vocational  Eehabilitation  x4.ct, 
as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall 
not  exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  cmTent  fiscal  year. 

Training  and  traineeships:  For  training  and  traineeships 
pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Vocational  Eehabilitation  Act, 
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as  amended,  and  for  carrying  out  the  training  functions 
provided  for  in  section  7  of  said  Act,  $4,400,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Eehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936  (20 
TJ.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A),  as  amended,  $1,330,000. 

PCJBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  IJ.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A) 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  in¬ 
cluding  expenses  for  active  commissioned  officers  in  the 
Eeserve  Corps  and  for  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  six 
hundred  commissioned  officers  in  the  Eegular  Corps; 
and  except  as  otheiAvise  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
30,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C.  236-244),  for  expenses  of  primary 
and.  secondary  schooling  of  dependents  of  Public  Health 
Service  personnel  stationed  in  foreign  countries,  in  amoimts 
not  to  exceed  an  average  of  $250  per  student,  when  it  is 
determined  hv  the  Secretarv  that  the  schools,  if  anv,  avail- 
able  in  the  locality  are  unable  to  provide  adequately  for  the 
education  of  such  dependents,  and  for  the  transportation 
of  such  dependents  between  such  schools  and  their  places 
of  residence  wffien  the  schools  are  not  accessible  to  such 
dependents  by  regular  means  of  transportation;  and  for 


1  the  payment  of  compensation  to  consultants  or  individual 

2  scientists  appointed  for  limited  periods  of  time  pursuant  to 

3  section  207  (e)  or  section  207  (f)  of  the  Act  at  rates 

4  established  by  the  Surgeon  General  not  to  exceed  $15,000 

5  per  annum ;  as  follows : 

6  Assistance  to  States,  general :  To  carry  out  the  purposes 

7  not  otheiwise  specifically  provided  for,  of  section  314  (c) 

8  of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  services  to  States  pur- 

9  suant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make  field  investigations 

10  and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  to 

11  provide  for  collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  morbidity, 

12  and  vital  statistics;  to  provide  traineeships  pursuant  to  sec- 

13  tion  306  of  the  Act;  and  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  enter¬ 
ic  tainment  of  officials  of  other  countries  when  specifically 

authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General ;  $407^02^000 $22,592,000. 
16  Grants  and  special  studies.  Territory  of  Alaska :  To  en- 
1"^  able  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct,  in  the  Service,  and  to 
1^  cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  con- 
1^  duct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  investigation,  prevention, 

20  treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and  the  establishment  and 

21  maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation  services  pursuant  to 

22  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections  301,  311,  314 
26  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (d),  (f), 

24  (h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (c) 

25  of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  371  of  the  Act,  including 
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the  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  and  the 
purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings, 
$2,165,000. 

Venereal  diseases :  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections 
314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 
diagnosis  and  treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  venereal 
diseases;  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supphes,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the  Act, 
and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health  author¬ 
ities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  $4,415,000. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  $7,000,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$4,500,000  shall  be  available  only  for  grants  to  States, 
to  be  matched  by  an  equal  amount  of  State  and  local 
funds  expended  for  the  same  pui'pose,  for  direct  expenses  of 
prevention  and  case-finding  projects  including  salaries,  fees, 
and  travel  of  personnel  directly  engaged  in  prevention  and 
case-finding  and  the  necessary  equipment  and  supplies  used 
directly  in  prevention  and  case-finding  operations,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  purchase  of  care  in  hospitals  and  sanatoria.  , 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other- 
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wise  providea  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and 
361  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings;  and  hire, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft;  $6,209,000 
$6,250,000. 


Sanitary  engmeering  activities:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided,  necessaiy  to  carr}'^  out  those  provisions  of 
sections  301,  311,  314  (c),  and  361  of  the  Act  relating 
to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  envii-onmental  health,  in¬ 
cluding  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine  laws  and  inter¬ 
state  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  caiTying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Acts  of  July  14,  1955  (Public  Law  159) ,  and 
July  9,  1956  (Public  Law  660),  including  $2,700,000  for 
grants  to  States  and  $300,000  for  grants  to  interstate  agen¬ 
cies;  and  the  hire,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft; 
$12,640,000,  to  remain  available  only  until  June  30,  1958. 

Orants  for  waste  treatment  works  eonstruetion-f  For 
payments  under  seotien  6  of  the  Water  Pehutien  Gontrol 
Aet;  as  amended,  $50,000,0007  te  remain  available  only 
until  June  OO7  4-9 50.- 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction:  For 
payments  under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act,  as  amended  (70  Stat  502),  $45,000,000  which  to- 


25 

1  gether  with  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the 

2  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70  Stat. 

3  769)  shall  be  applied  to  payment  on  account  of  allotments 

4  made  for  the  current  and.  preceding  fiscal  years  pursuant  to 

5  said  Act,  such  sums  to  remain  available  only  until  June 

6  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  allotments  under  such  section  6 

7  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 

8  $50,000,000. 

9  Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  under 

10  parts  0  and  G,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $121,- 

11  200,000,  of  which  $99,000,000  shall  he  for  payments  for 

12  hospitals  and  related  facilities  pursuant  to  part  C,  $1,200,- 

13  000  shall  be  for  the  purposes  authorized  in  section  636  of 
II  the  Act,  and  $21,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for  facili- 

15  ties  piu’suant  to  part  G,  as  follows:  $6,500,000  for  diag- 

16  nostic  or  treatment  centers,  $6,500,000  for  hospitals  for  the 
1'^  chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4,000,000  for  rehabilitation 
16  facilities,  and  $4,000,000  for  nursing  homes :  Provided,  That 

19  allotments  under  such  parts  C  and  G  to  the  several  States 

20  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 

21  amounts  equal  to  the  limitations  specified  herein. 

22  Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 

23  For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 
21  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $1,450,000. 

25  Surveys  and  planning  for  hospital  construction:  The 
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funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Art,  1955  (68  Stat.  810)  shdl  remain  a.vailahle 
for  expenditure  until  June  30,  1959. 

Hospitals  and  medical  care:  For  carrying  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August 
8,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  150) ,  including  $1,186,000  to  he  avail¬ 
able  only  for  payments  for  medical  care  of  dependents  and 
retired  personnel  under  the  Dependents’  Medical  Care 
Act  (70  Stat.  250-254),  and  under  sections  307,  321, 
322,  324,  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and 
810  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  Private  Law  419 
of  the  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  and  Executive 
Order  9079  of  February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and 
exchange  of  farm  products  and  livestock ;  conducting  research 
on  technical  nursing  standards  and  furnishing  consultative 
nursing  services;  and  purchase  of  firearms  and  ammunition; 
$44,399,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  exclusively  avail¬ 
able  for  payments  to  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  for  care  and 
treatment  of  persons  afilicted  with  leprosy:  Provided,  That 
when  the  Public  Health  Service  establishes  or  operates  a 
health  service  program  for  any  department  or  agency,  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in  advance  for 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  prevent- 
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1  ing  the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign 

2  countries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance 

3  with  section  325  of  the  Act.  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 

4  quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 

5  Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of 

6  the  Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  in- 

7  surance  of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when 

8  required  by  law  of  such  countries,  $3,876,000. 

9  Indian  health  activities :  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 

10  the  Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of 

11  August  5,  1954  (42  IT.  S.  C.  2001),  including  services  as 

12  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

13  U.  S.  C.  55a)  (including  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  such 
services  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  for  individuals, 
when  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General)  ;  purchase  of  not 
to  exceed  seventy-five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  fifty 
shall  he  for  replacement  oidy;  hire  of  passenger  motor 
vehicles  and  aircraft;  purchase  of  reprints;  payment  for 
telephone  service  in  private  residences  in  the  field,  when 
authorized  under  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary ;  and 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  sections  321  and  509  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  $40,000,000  $42,500,000. 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities:  For  construc¬ 
t‘d  tion,  major  repair,  improvement,  and  equipment  of  health 
and  related  auxihary  facilities,  including  quarters  for  per- 
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1  sonnel;  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings: 

2  acquisition  of  sites;  purchase  and  erection  of  portable  build- 

3  ings;  and  purchase  of  trailers;  $3,096,000,  to  remain  avail- 

4  able  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  such  expenditures 

5  may  be  made  through  the  Department  of  the  Interior  at 

6  the  option  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health, 

7  Education,  and  Welfare. 

8  National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  research  and 

9  services:  For  the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of 

10  Health,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  including  research 

11  fellowships  and  grants  for  research  projects  and  trahmuj 

12  grants  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  regulation  and 

13  preparation  of  biologic  products,  and  conduct  of  research 
related  thereto;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eight  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  not  to  exceed  $2,500 
for  entertainment  of  visiting  scientists  when  specifically  ap- 
proved  by  the  Surgeon  General ;  erection  of  temporary  struc- 
tures;  and  grants  of  therapeutic  and  chemical  substances 
for  demonstrations  and  research;  $14,026,000. 

National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund:  For 

the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  economical  and.  efficient  con- 
99 

duct  of  operations  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  which 

OO 

are  financed  hy  two  or  more  appropriations  where  the  costs 

24 

of  operation  are  not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as 

25 

charges  to  such  appropriations,  there  is  hereby  established 
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the  National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund.  Such 
amounts  as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
may  detemnine  to  represent  a  reasonable  distribution  of  es¬ 
timated  costs  among  the  various  appropriations  involved  may 
be  advanced  each  year  to  this  fund  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  for  such  costs  under  such  regulations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  said  Director,  including  not  to  exceed 
$2,500  each  fiscal  year  for  entertainment  of  visiting  scien¬ 
tists  when  specifically  approved  by  said  Director,  and  for  the 
operation  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to  employees  and 
others  at  rates  to  be  determined  by  said  Director  to  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  cover  the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  this  fund:  Provided, 
That  funds  advanced  to  this  fund  shall  be  available  only  in 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  advanced:  Provided  further. 
That  final  adjustments  of  advances  in  accordance  with  actual 
costs  shall  be  effected  wherever  practicable  with  the  appro¬ 
priations  from  which  such  funds  are  advanced. 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  nonprofit 
institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstrations, 
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and  grants-in-aid ;  and  te  contfact  supplies  and 
hf  negotiation-,-  without  regard  le  section  d700  ol  the  En- 
¥ised  Statutes,  in  connection  with  the  chemotherapy  pro- 
gram-7  and  to  contract  on  a  cost  or  other  basis  for  supplies 
and  services  by  negotiation,  without  regard  to  section  3709 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  connection  with  the  chemotherapy 
program,  including  indemnification  of  contractors  to  the 
extent  and  subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  2354,  except  that  approval  and 
certification  required  thereby  shall  be  by  the  Surgeon  General; 
and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part  A, 
of  the  Act;  |4d, 90^,000  $58,543,000. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  304, 
311,  312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental 
diseases,  $3-5721-7,000  $39,421,000,  together  ivith  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $4,573,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  the  fiscal  year 
1957  appropriation  granted  under  this  head:  Provided,  That 
the  Chief  and  Assistant  Chief  of  the  Training  and  Standards 
Branch  of  the  National  Institute  of  Mental  Health  shall  each 
be  compensated  at  a  salary  rate  not  to  exceed  $17,500  per 


annum. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to 
cany  out  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act, 
$335136,000  $38,784,000. 
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Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  othemise 
provided  for,  necessaiy  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $6,430,000. 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities:  For  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
arthiitis,  rheumatism,  and  metabolic  diseases,  fl-^jSSbjOOO 
$23,548,000. 

Allergy  and  infectious  disease  activities:  For  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Act  relating  to  allergy  and  infectious  diseases, 
$17,400,000,  of  which  $150,000  shall  be  available  for  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Institute  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Laboratoiy. 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  to  caiTy  out  the  pui’poses  of  the  Act  relating  to 
neurology  and  blindness,  $18;'88-77000  $24,058,000. 

Grants  for  construction  of  health  research  facihties:  For 
grants  pursuant  to  the  Health  Research  Facilities  Act  of 
1956,  $30,000,000. 

National  Library  of  Medicine:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine  Act  (70  Stat.  960) ,  $1,450,000. 

Retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers:  For  retired  pay  of 
commissioned  officers,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  payments 
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under  the  Uniformed  Services  Contingency  Option  Act  of 
1953,  such  amount  as  may  he  required  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of 
the  Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for 
elsewhere,  including  preparing  information,  articles,  and 
publications  related  to  public  health;  and  conducting 
studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health  methods; 
$5,100,000. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  cloth¬ 
ing  for  patients,  and  cooperation  with  organizations  or 
individuals  in  the  scientific  research  mto  the  nature,  causes, 
prevention  and  treatment  of  mental  illness,  $-37000-,-000 
$3,085,800. 

Major  repairs  and  preseiwation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 
For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 
equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepara¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  supervision 
of  construction,  $55,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may  be 
transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Construction,  treatment  and  cafeteria  building :  For 
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expenses  necessary  for  the  xn’eparation  of  plans  and  specifi¬ 
cations  for  a  treatment  and  cafeteria  building  at  Saint 
Elizabeths  Hospital,  $180,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 
be  transferred  to  General  Services  Administration. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance:  For  necessary  expenses,  not  more  than 
$130,000,000  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That  such 
amounts  as  are  required  shall  be  available  to  pay  tlie  cost 
of  necessary  travel  incident  to  medical  examinations  for 
verifjdng  disabilities  of  individuals  who  file  applications  for 
disability  determinations  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended. 

Advances  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  advances  to 
States  under  section  221  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  from  the  above  author¬ 
ization  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Construction,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insur¬ 
ance:  For  an  additional  amount  for  ^‘Construction,  Bureau 
of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance”  for  construction  of 
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an  office  building  and  appurtenant  facilities,  including  ac¬ 
quisition  of  land,  $5,710,000,  to  be  derived  from  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  which,  to¬ 
gether  with  sums  heretofore  appropriated  for  these  purposes, 
shall  establish  a  limitation  of  cost  of  $31,080,000 :  Provided, 
That  the  established  limit  of  cost  may  be  exceeded  or  shall 
be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  percentage  increase 
or  decrease,  if  any,  in  construction  costs  generally  dating 
from  October  1,  1956,  as  determined  by  the  Administrator, 
General  Services  Administration,  and  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  aforesaid  trust  fund  shall  be  increased  or 
decreased  accordingly:  Provided  further.  That  the  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  proviso  shall  be  effective  only  if  a  contract 
for  construction  is  executed  on  or  before  December  1,  1957. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  aid 
to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subchs.  I,  IV, 
X,  and  XIV) ,  $1,600,000,000,  of  which  such  amoimt  as 
may  be  necessary  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period 
in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year-x 
Provided^  That  not  more  than  $K)4,000,0QO  of  the  amount 
herein  app-r-opriated  shah  he  useh  for  expenses  of  State  an4 
local  administration :  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
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amoftn^  herein  appropriated  sbaJl  fee  esed  te  eoyer  aey  eests 
ef  State  asd  leeal  ad-minktmtioe  fflcarrcd  prior  to  drdy  ly 
40fe7^. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Pufelic  Assistance :  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Pufelic  Assistance, 
$1,900,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6),  and  title  V  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7,  sufech.  V) , 
including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publica¬ 
tions  of  the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 
$2,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  title  shall  fee  used  to  promulgate  or  carry 
out  any  instructions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the 
care  of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons 
licensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided 
further,  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  he  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 
practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund, 
so  long  as  State  laws  are  complied  with:  Provided  further. 
That  any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 
obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 
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grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services, 
services  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as 
authorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Secimty 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  suhch.  V) , 
$41,500,000,  of  which  $15,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
services  for  crippled  children,  $16,500,000  for  maternal  and 
child-health  services,  and  $10,000,000  for  child-welfare 
services :  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State  pursuant  to 
section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall  not  be  included 
in  computing  for  the  pui’poses  of  subsections  (a)  and  (h)  of 
sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount  expended  or 
estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State:  Provided  further, 
That  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  available  under  section  502 
(b)  of  such  Act  shall  be  used  only  for  special  projects  for 
mentally  retarded  children. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  Tor 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security,  $300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$240,000,  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  tmst  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  and  section  705 
of  title  VII,  respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
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year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obhgations  in¬ 
curred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments 
imder  each  of  such  titles  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation 
therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter  in 
the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECEETAEY 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Secretary:  Eor  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  $1,800,000, 
together  with  not  to  exceed  $260,000  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Field  Administration: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  Field  Administration, 
$2,300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $700,000  to  be 
transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel, 
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$500,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $25,000  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  appropriation  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses,  certi¬ 
fication  and  inspection  services”,  and  not  to  exceed  $125,000 
$449,000  to  he  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  sui’- 
vivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  utilization:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j),  (k) ,  (n) , 
and  (o) ,  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real 
and  personal  excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and 
protection  of  public  health,  $502,000. 

GEXEEAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  payment  in 
advance  for  dues  or  fees  for  fihrary  membership  in  organ¬ 
izations  whose  pubhcations  are  available  to  members  only 
or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  pubfic. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  availahle  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5U.  S.  C.  55a). 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  expenses 
and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with 
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the  functions  or  activities  for  which  such  appropriations  are 
made. 

Sec.  205.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  he  available  for  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131) . 

Sec.  206.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  hy  this  title 
to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants-in-aid  of 
State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 
operation  of  said  agencies,  including  the  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be 
withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have 
estabhshed  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation 
a  merit  system  and  classification  and  compensation  plan 
covering  the  selection,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation 
of  their  employees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  per¬ 
sonnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of 
the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or 
employees. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
transfers  of  motor  vehicles,  between  bureaus  and  offices, 
without  transfer  of  funds,  as  may  be  required  in  carrying 
out  the  operations  of  the  Department. 

SeC;  208t  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shah  he 
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tise4  lo  afty  recipient  el  a  g-rant  lo¥  tfee  conduct  el  a 
research  proj-cct  an  amount  ler  indirect  expenses  In  een- 
ncetlen  with  sneh  f»rejeet  In  excess  el  1"5  per  cent  um  el 
the  direct  costST 

Sec.  209.  None  of  the  obligational  authority  available 
to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
planning  and/or  construction  of  buildings  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  after  Jime  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  existing  ohliga- 
tional  authority  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  for  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  for 
the  construction  of  the  general  office  and  the  dental  research 
buildings  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Library  of  Medicine  building  of  the  Public  Health 
Service,  shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958. 

Sec.  210.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be 
used,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  construction  or  plan¬ 
ning  of  any  building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program,  nor 
shall  any  of  the  funds  provided  herein  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  person  who  assists  or  consults  with  anyone 
in  connection  with  the  construction  or  planning  of  any 
building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program. 

Sec.  211.  To  the  extent  and  under  the  conditions  pro¬ 
vided  by  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  officers  (including 
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commissioned  officers  of  the  Public  Health  Service)  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
may  hereafter,  in  connection  with  their  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  or  in  performmg  advisory  services  concerned  with  the 
functions  or  activities  of  the  Departrnejit,  he  permitted  to 
accept  payment,  in  cash  or  in  kind,  from  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  organizations,  and  individuals,  for  travel  and  subsistence 
expenses,  to  be  retained  by  them  to  cover  the  cost  thereof  or 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the  cost 
thereof  is  paid,  as  may  be  provided  in  such  regulations. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 

BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 
vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 
(29  U.  S.  0.  141-167) ,  and  other  la^vs,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the 
Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman  or  the 
General  Counsel;  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  IT.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms, 
or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131)  ; 
$9,384,800:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
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shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agri- 
enltnral  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investiga¬ 
tions,  hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining 
units  coni})osed  of  agricultural  laborers  as  referi’ed  to  in 
section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  Julv  5,  1935  (29  U.  S.  C. 
152) ,  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Eelations 
Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1938  (29  U.  S,  C.  203),  and  including  in  said 
definition  employees  engaged  in  the  maintenance  and  opcu-a- 
tion  of  ditches,  canals,  reservoirs,  and  waterways  when 
maintained  or  operated  on  a  mutual,  nonprofit  basis  and  at 
least  95  per  centum  of  the  water  stoied  or  supplied  thereby 
is  used  for  farming  purposes. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOAED 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  IT.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $520,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  neces- 
saiy  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of  the 
Eailway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  157),  and 
emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to 
section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  0.  160) ,  including  steno¬ 
graphic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  $250,000. 
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NATIONAL  RAILEOAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Eailroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $525,000,  of  which  not 
less  than  $155,000  shall  be  available  for  compensation  (at 
rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of  referees 
appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Eailway  Labor  Act, 
as  amended. 

TITLE  V— EAILEOAD  EETIEEMENT  BOAEI) 
Salaries  and  expenses,  Eailroad  Eetirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Eailroad  Eetirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board, 
when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms  or  allow¬ 
ances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1114)  ;  $8,150,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
railroad  retirement  account. 

TITLE  VI— FEDEEAL  MEDIATION  AND 
CONCILIATION  SEEVICE 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 
Management  Eelations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 
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182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 
as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  expenses  of  boards  of 
inquiry  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  206 
of  said  Act;  temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  concil¬ 
iators,  and  mediators  on  labor  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess 
of  $75  per  diem;  Government  listed  telephones  in  private 
residences  and  private  apartments  for  official  use  in  cities 
where  mediators  are  officially  stationed,  but  no  Federal 
mediation  and  conciliation  service  office  is  maintained; 
purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only  at  not  to  exceed  $3,000;  expenses  of  attendance  at 
meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial  relations;  and 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $3,550,000. 

TITLE  VII— ESTTEESTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
POTOMAC  EIVEE  BASIN 
Contribution  to  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 
Eiver  Basin:  To  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
pay  in  advance  to  the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 
Eiver  Basin  the  Federal  contribution  toward  the  expenses 
of  the  Commission  during  the  current  fiscal  year  in  the 
administration  of  its  business  in  the  conservancy  district 
estabbsbed  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  11,  1940  (54  Stat. 
748),  $5,000. 
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TITLE  VIII— UNITED  STATES  SOLDIEES’  HOME 

For  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  United  States  Sol¬ 
diers’  Home,  to  be  paid  from  the  Soldiers’  Home  permanent 
fund,  $4,750,000,  of  which  $34,000  shall  remain  available 
until  June  30,  1959  for  construction  of  buildings  and  facili¬ 
ties,  including  demohtion:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of  hospitalization  of 
members  of  the  Home  in  United  States  Army  hospitals  at 
rates  in  excess  of  those  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Aimy,  upon  the  reconmiendation  of  the  Board  of  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  Home  and  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  Armv. 
TITLE  IX— GENEEAL  PEG  VISIONS 

Sec.  901.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  he  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 
authorized  by  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act, 
1958.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  April  4,  1957. 

Attest:  EALPH  E.  EOBEETS, 

Clerk. 
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j  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


i'ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(Fbf  Department  Staff  Only) 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


CONTENTS 


June  13,  1957 
June  12,  1952/ 
85th- 1st,  No.  iDl 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  parsed;  Independent  offices  appropr^tion  bill.  Labor-HEW 
appropriation  bill.  Senate  debated  mutual  security  au<^horization  bill.  Sen, 
Eastland  introduced  and  dr^cussed  bill  to  provide  alternative  acreage-adjustment 
and  price- support  program  f^  cotton.  Sen.  Bennet^^ introduced  and  discussed  bill 
to  require  costs  estimates  by\BB  on  proposed  pro^cts. 


1. 

fc-: 

1. 


SENATE 


APPROPRIATIONS,  Passed  wj.€h  amendments  H.R.  6(J70,  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill  for  >058,  adopting  the  committee  amendments  (pp,  7957-8), 
with  additional  amendjrfents  by  Sen.  Dirksen,  to  intense  the  funds  for  GSA’ s 
Transportation  and  Public  Utilities  Service  for  the^r  appearances  before  rate* 
making  bodies  (p,  >^958) ;  and  by  Sen,  Johnston,  to  increase  the  expense  limi¬ 
tation  of  the  Cl^^l  Service  Commission  to  allow  it  to  cake  over  certain 
employee  bene^jxlal  associations  (pp.  7959-62),  pp.  79^^68 

Passed  as  reported  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  for  1958. 
pp.  7969-76,  7977-85 

ins.  Morse  and  Pastore  corrected  some  of  their  statements\?n  the  D.  C. 

appjp6priation  bill.  pp.  7976-7 

bill. 


2.  MtUEIGN  AID,  Began  debate  on  S.  2130,  the  mutual  security  authorizat 
/pp.  7987-94,  7999-8001 


-2- 


\ 


2130,  tl 


The  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  in  S.  Rept.  417,  on  S. 
lal  security  bill,  stated  in  part  as  follows: 

/'The  bill,  vjhich  is  dravm  in  terms  of  amendments  to  the  Mutual  Secur^ 

Act  0^1954,  makes  a  number  of  fundamental  changes  in  that  act  and  adds  siime 
furthe:\refinements.  Its  most  important  provisions  are: 

"l.\ Military  assistance  and  defense  support  are  authorized  for  ^years 
instead  o£\l. 

”2.  Mdevelopment  loan  fund  is  created  to  make  loans  and  to  ^gage  in 
financial  trmsactions,  other  than  grants  or  purchase  of  equity  s^urities, 
designed  to  promote  the  economic  development  of  less  developed  Gentries. 
Appropriations  ^  $500  million  are  authorized  for  fiscal  1958,  yMd  in  addition 
the  fund  is  autho^zed  to  borroi/  from  the  Treasury  $750  railliOT  in  each  of 
fiscal  years  1959  and  1960.  This  new  lending  authority,  vhiem  will  be  used 
to  supplement  the  activities  of  private  enterprise,  the  Exndrt-Import  Bank, 
and  the  InternationalNBank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development,  replaces  the 
former  Mutual  Security  Vet  provisions  for  development  ai^istance. 

”3.  The  bill  provides  a  sliding  scale  for  reduci^  the  percentage  of 
United  States  contributions  to  the  United  Nations  technical  assistance  program. 
According  to  this  scale,  UrVted  States  contribution^which  this  year  amount  to*’ 
approximately  49  percent,  'tdLlSL  be  reduced  to  45  percent  in  1958,  to  38  percent 
in  1959,  and  to  33.33  percent  in  1960.  Within  tl^ 45  percent  limitation,  an 
appropriation  of  $15.5  million  re  authorized  foy  1958.  The  bill  also  autho¬ 
rizes  $151.9  million  for  the  United  States  bil^eral  technical  assistance 
program  and  $1.5  million  for  contr^ution  to  Jche  technical  assistance  program 
of  the  Organization  of  American  Sta^ 

”4.  Special  assistance  in  the  a^unty'of  $250  million  is  authorized  to 
supplement  program  funds  to  meet  unfore^i^^n  changes  or  to  meet  special  or 
unforeseen  situations.  Of  this  amount ,y^00  million  may  be  used,  as  in  past 
years,  in  the  President's  discretion  \m:h^t  regard  to  the  other  requirements 
of  the  act  when  the  President  determines  suoh  use  to  be  important  to  the 
security  of  the  United  States,  The/remainde\  or  $150  million,  is  designed 
to  meet  situations  which  could  noy otherwise  b\  met  under  the  more  stringent 
terms  written  into  the  bill  this /year  in  regardyo  defense  support  and  devel¬ 
opment  loans.  In  addition,  $25/mlllion,  of  which\90  percent  must  be  in  loans, 
is  separately  authorized  for  ^onomic  development  m  Latin  America. 

”5.  Provision  is  also  made  for  an  additional  cbmtribution  of  $220  millit 
to  NATO  infrastructure,  foy continuing  assistance  to  ^st  Berlin,  for  assist¬ 
ance  to  various  classes  o^migrants,  refugees,  and  esc^ees,  for  contributions 
to  the  United  Nations  Ch^dren's  Fund,  to  Arab  refugees  ^om  Palestine,  to  the 
civilian  activities  of  yche  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orgainiz^ion,  for  the  atoms 
for  peace  program,  an^ for  payment  of  ocean  freight  charges\>n  private  relief 
shipments, 

”6,  A  progray'of  malaria  eradication  is  specifically  aut^horized  for 
the  first  time,  tgr  be  financed  mainly  out  of  technical  cooperation  and  special 
assistance  fund^ 

"7.  The  Limitation  of  31.5  percent  on  United  States  contribu^ons  to  the 
U.  N,  Food  ary  Agriculture  Organization  is  increased  to  33.33  perceti^" 

"Sectirjn  402  of  the  ^kltual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  required 
the  use  in /fiscal  year  1956  of  not  to  exceed  $300  million  and  in  fiscalNyear 
1957  of  n^t  to  exceed  $250  million  of  funds  made  available  under  the  act 
finance  che  export  and  sale  for  foreign  currencies  of  surplus  agricultural' 
productra.  Section  8  (c)  of  S.  2130  requires  the  use  of  not  to  exceed  $200 
millitm  for  that  purpose  in  fiscal  1953. 

/’’In  the  event  surplus  agricultural  commodity  exports  are  financed  through 
the'  Development  Loan  Fund  they  may  not  be  counted  toward  this  total  of  $200 
rr/lMi 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  EEPKESENTATIVES 

June  12, 1957 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  nirmbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 

6  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 

7  namely : 
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TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECEETAEY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  Secretary) ,  including  payment  in  advance 
when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for  dues  or  fees  for 
hbrary  membership  in  organizations  whose  publications  are 
available  to  members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower 
than  to  the  general  public;  and  pui*chase  of  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  0.  2131)  ;  $l,480,000(l)r-of 
whieh  not  more  than  $1-70,000  shall  ho  for  international 
labor  ahah-s(2) ;  Provided,  That  the  limitation  of  $154,490 
for  international  labor  affairs  appearing  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70  Stat.  423)  is  increased 
to  $159,490, 

Working  capital  fund:  There  is  hereby  established  a 
working  capital  fund,  to  be  available  'without  fiscal  year 
hmitation,  for  expenses  necessary  for  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  (1)  a  central  reproduction  service;  (2)  a  cen¬ 
tral  visual  exhibit  service;  (3)  a  central  supply  ser'^dce  for 
supplies  and  equipment  for  which  adequate  stocks  may  be 
maintained  to  meet,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  requirements 
of  the  Department;  and  (4)  telephone,  mail  and  messenger 
services:  Provided,  That  any  stocks  of  supphes  and  equip- 
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of  supplies  and  equipment  and  that  the  fund  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  in  advance  from  available  funds  of  bm-eaus,  offices, 
and  agencies  for  which  services  are  performed  at  rates  which 
will  return  in  full  all  expenses  of  operations,  including  re¬ 
serves  for  accrued  annual  leave  and  depreciation  of  equip¬ 
ment. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Sohcitor,  (3)$2-,Q2-l,000  $2,191,000i4r)r^ 
gether  wit-h  not  to  exceed  $3057000  to  ho  derived  from  the 
highway  trust  fund  ereated  hy  section  200  of  the  Highway 
Hevenuc  Aet  of  4956; 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
promotion  of  industrial  safety,  employment  stabihzation,  and 
amicable  industrial  relations  for  labor  and  industry;  per¬ 
formance  of  safety  functions  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Employees’  Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  0. 
784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of  the  functions  vested  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  by  title  I  of  the  Labor-Management  Eelations  Act, 
1947  (29  U.  S.  0.  159  (f)  and  (g)  )  ;  and  not  less  than 
$182,575  for  the  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on 
National  Employ  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat. 

409)  :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  appropriation  for 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


4 


the  President’s  Committee  shall  he  subject  to  reduction  or 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  existing  law ;  including  purchase  of  reports  and 
of  material  for  informational  exhibits  and  expenses  of  attend¬ 
ance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  conferences 
concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards; 
$985,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  VETBEANS’  EEEMPLOYMENT  EIGHTS 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  render 
assistance  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment 
rights  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and  Service 
Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  308) ,  the 
Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
App.  351),  the  Army  Eeserve  and  Ketired  Personnel 
Service  Law  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  401 ) , 
and  section  9  of  the  Universal  Mihtary  Training  and  Service 
Act  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  459) ,  and  the  Eeserve  Forces  iVct 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  598) ,  $542,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  APPEENTIOESHIP 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  March  4,  1913  (5 
U.  S.  0.  611),  and  August  16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  C.  50), 
$3,600,000. 
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BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil-seiwice  laws, 
for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  and  not 
to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  (5)$57558,- 
000  $6,000,000,  C6)o/  which  $5,874,400  shall  he  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  Federal  unemployment  account  in  the 
U n employment  Trust  Fund,,  and,  of  which  $1,125,000  shall 
he  for  cariying  into  effed  the  provisions  of  title  IV  (except 
section  602)  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and 
employment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as 
amended  (29  U.  S.  0.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying  into  effect 
section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944, 
for  grants  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501-503), 
including,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of 
equipment,  and  the  payment  of  rental  for  space  made  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  for 
necessary  expenses  including  purchasing  and  installing  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


6 


air-conditioning  equipment  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  employment  office  facilities  and  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  for  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  caiTying  out  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Eead- 
justment  Assistance  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  684)  and  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Securit}^  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  1130) , 
(7)f249j844^00  $260,000,000iS%  of  which  $10,000,000 
shall  he  available  only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  increased 
costs  of  admmistration  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State 
law  or  increases  in  the  numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims 
paid  or  increased  salary  costs  resulting  from  changes  in 
State  salary  compensation  plans  embracing  employees  of  the 
State  generally  over  those  upon  which  the  State's  basic  grant 
(or  the  allocation  for  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based, 
which  increased  costs  of  administration  cannot  be  provided 
for  by  normal  budgetary  adjustments:  Provided,  That  not¬ 
withstanding  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302 
(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  payment  to  each  State  found  to  be  in  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  and,  except 
in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with 
the  provisions  of  section  303  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  such  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  for 
the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of  its  unemployment 
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compensation  law  and  of  its  public  employment  offices :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties 
may  jointly  detemhne,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of 
official  mail  matter  in  connection  with  the  administration 
of  unemployment  compensation  systems  and  employment 
services  by  States  receiving  grants  therefrom. 

In  carr3dng  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  the  merit  basis,  shall 
apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Secuiity  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis¬ 
lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be¬ 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 
of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 
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Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended, 
for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such 
sums  as  may  he  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans:  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  unemployed  veterans  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Veterans’  Keadjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952, 
$36,800,000. 

Unemplo3Tnent  compensation  for  veterans,  next  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  current 
fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Veterans’  Eeadjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  benefits  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  and  the  obfigations  and 
expenditures  thereunder  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees: 
For  payments  to  unemployed  Federal  employees,  either  di¬ 
rectly  or  through  payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title 
XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  $25,000,000. 
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Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees, 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of 
the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States,  as  authorized 
by  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such 
amounts  as  may  be  required  for  payment  to  unemployed 
Federal  employees  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year,  and  the  obligations  and  expenditures  thereunder 
shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor  program: 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  Labor  under 
the  Act  of  July  12,  1951  (65  Stat.  119),  as  amended, 
including  temporary  employment  of  persons  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws,  (9)$272-J6,'20O  $2,500,000. 

BUEEAU  OF  employees’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $113,400  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Appeals  Board,  $2,838,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $47,400  to  be  deiived  from  the  fund  created 
by  section  44  of  the  Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor  Workers’ 
Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.  S.  C.  906) . 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  pa3mient  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except  ad- 
H.  E.  6287 - 2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


10 


ministrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  cui’rent  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay¬ 
ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of 
benefits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War 
Benefits”  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation 
Act,  1947;  the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of 
recoveries  in  thu’d-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical 
and  hospital  services  and  supphes,  treatment,  and  funeral 
and  burial  expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  ex¬ 
penses  incidental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial, 
for  such  enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were 
certified  by  the  Dfiector  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital 
services  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30, 
1943,  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian 
employees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and 
authority  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.  C.  796),  shah  apply  in  providing  such  services, 
treatment,  and  expenses  in  such  cases  and  for  payments  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  the  War  Claims  Act 
of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.,  app.  2012)  ;  such  amount  as  may  be 
required  during  the  cuiTent  fiscal  year. 
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BUEEAU  OF  LABOE  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  including  advances 
or  reimbui’sement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and 
their  employees  for  services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  (10)$77l21,000 
$7,225,000. 

women’s  BUEEAU 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  0.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 
reports  and  material  for  informational  exliibits,  $462,000. 

WAGE  AND  HOUE  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per¬ 
forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  conditions 
for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts  by 
the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936,  as  amended 
(41  U.  S.  C.  35-45),  including  reimbursement  to  State, 
Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection 
services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for  expenses  of 
attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  con- 
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ferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Division, 
$10,600,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
concerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such 
appropriation  is  made. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

TITLE  II— DEPARTMENT  OE  HEALTH,  EDUCA¬ 
TION,  AND  WELFARE 

AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 
Education  of  the  blmd:  Eor  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
March  3,  1879,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101-105), 
$328,000. 

FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  expenses :  Eor  necessary  expenses  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 
amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act, 
as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act 
(21  U.  S.  C.  141-149)  ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act 
(15  U.  S.  C.  401-411)  ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as 
amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  61-64)  ;  (\  \ymcJuding  'purchase  of 
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not  to  exceed  eifjhtfj-nine  passenger  motor  vehictes  of  ivhich 
fi ftp-one  shall  he  for  replacement  only;  reporting'  and  illus¬ 
trating  the  results  of  investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals, 
ai)i)aratus,  and  scientific  e(iuipment;  ])ayment  in  advan(“e  for 
special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of  fees, 
travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement 
operations;  $9,300,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification,  inspection,  and 
other  services:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification 
or  inspection  of  certain  products,  and  for  the  establishment 
of  tolerances  for  pesticides,  in  accordance  with  sections  406, 
408,  504,  506,  507,  604,  702 A,  and  706  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
346,  346a,  354,  356,  357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  ag¬ 
gregate  of  the  advance  deposits  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  to  cover  payments  of  fees  for  services  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  certifications,  inspections,  or  establishment  of 
tolerances,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific 
e(piipment;  (^12ypiirchase  of  not  to  exceed  four  passenyer 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  expenses  of  advisory 
committees;  and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which 
no  service  has  been  rendered. 
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feeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  furnishing,  repair¬ 
ing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in 
the  perfonnance  of  their  official  duties;  transfer  of  funds  to 
the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard  Univer¬ 
sity’’  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  personnel  de¬ 
tailed  to  the  hospital;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  actual  cost  of  heat,  light,  and  power 
furnished  by  such  university;  $3,000,000:  Provided,  That 
no  intern  or  resident  physician  receiving  compensation  from 
this  appropriation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  form  of  wages  or  salary  from  any  other 
appropriation  in  this  title:  Provided  further,  That  the 
District  of  Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freedmen’s 
Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  in  advance 
at  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  such  amount  as  the 
Surgeon  General  calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of 
rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  the  care  of 
patients  certified  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered 
by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations 
shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  advance  of 
payment;  but  proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have  been 
paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  be 
made  at  the  end  of  each  quarter :  Provided  further.  That  the 
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Surgeon  General  may  delegate  the  responsibilities  imposed 
upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 

GALLAUDET  COLLEGE 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  Gal- 
laudet  College,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous 
expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Public  Law  420),  $730,000: 
Provided,  That  Gallaudet  College  shall  be  paid  by  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  at  the  rate  of  $1,295  per  school  year  for  each 
student  attending  and  receiving  instruction  in  elementary 
or  secondary  education  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  March  1, 
1901  (31  D.  C.  Code  1008). 

Construction:  For  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
buildings  and  facilities  on  the  grounds  of  Gallaudet  College, 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Public  Law 
420) ,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  including  planning,  architectural,  and  engineering 
services,  $1,690,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959,  as  follows:  For  a  cafeteria  and  service  building  and  a 
men’s  dormitory,  together  with  alterations,  installations,  and 
equipment  in  connection  with  such  construction,  and  for 
beginning  roads,  walks,  and  grading  in  connection  with  such 
construction. 
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HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  the  partial  support  of 
Howard  University,  including  personal  services  and  mis¬ 
cellaneous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
$3,800,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  Por  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  of  a  physical  education  building  and  a  home 
economics  building,  $150,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959. 

Construction  of  buildings:  Por  equipping  the  dental 
school  building  under  the  supervision  of  General  Services 
Administration,  $262,000,  to  remain  available  until  June 
30,  1959,  and  such  amount  shall  he  in  addition  to  the 
limitation  of  cost  estabhshed  by  Public  Law  452,  Eighty- 
second  Congress. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation:  Por  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C., 
ch.  2(13);  70  Slat.  1126),  and  section  202  of  said  Act 
(70  Stat.  925) ,  section  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20 
U.  S.  C.  29),  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20 
U.  S.  C.  30) ,  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (20  U.  S,  C.  31) , 
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(14)awf/  section  9  of  the  Act  of  Aiujust  1,  1956  (70  Stat. 
909),  including  $4,000,000  for  extension  and  ini])rovement 
of  practical  nurse  training;,  (15)«ur/  $228,000  for  vocational 
education  in  the  fishery  trades  and,  industrij  including  distribu¬ 
tive  occupations  therein,  (1G)$33, 442,081  $83,750,081: 
Provided,  That  the  apportionment  to  the  States  under  section 
3  (a),  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  the  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1940  shall  h('  (‘omputed  on  the  1)asis  of  not  to  exceed 
$29,207,081  foi‘  the  current  fiscal  year(Ef)-’  Provided,  fur¬ 
ther,  That  (he  amount  of  allotment  ivhich  States  and.  I'erri- 
tories  are  not  prepared  to  use  may  he  reapportioned  among 
other  States  and  Territories  applying  therefor  for  use  in  the 
programs  for  lohich  the  funds  were  originally  apportioned. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.^C. 
329),  $2,501,500. 

Grants  for  hbraiy  services:  For  grants  to  the  States 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June  19,  1950,  as  amended  (70  Stat. 
293-290,  91 1) ,  $5,000,000(18);  Provided,  That  the  amount 
of  any  Stede’s  allotment  from  this  appropriation  which  such 
State  certifies  will  remain  unpaid  to  it  on  June  30,  1959, 
may  he  reallotted  hy  the  Commissioner  among  other  States 
applying  therefor  in  proportion  to  their  rural  population, 
H.  R.  6287 - 3 
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and  deemed  part  of  such  allotments,  except  that  no  State  s 
allotment  shall  be  so  increased  as  to  exceed  the  allotment 
which  woidd  he  made  to  it  ivere  this  appropriation  equal 
to  the  maximum  authorized  under  such  Act. 

Pa3niients  to  school  districts :  For  payments  to  local  edu¬ 
cational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950,  as 
amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  ch.  13;  70  Stat.  909,  970-972), 
$127,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  also 
be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
such  Act. 

Assistance  for  school  construction:  For  an  additional 
amount  for  providing  school  facihties  and  for  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized 
by  title  III  and  title  IV  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1950, 
as  amended  (20  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  14;  70  Stat.  909,  968-969) , 
including  not  to  exceed  $700,000  for  necessary  expenses  of 
technical  services  rendered  by  other  agencies  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  for  title  IV,  $41,700,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  salaries  or  other 
direct  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
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Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult  educa¬ 
tion;  developing  library  participation  in  Federal  projects; 
fostering  nationwide  coordination  of  research  materials  among 
libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  development 
of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase,  distri¬ 
bution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  and  cooperative  research,  surveys, 
and  demonstrations  in  education  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
July  26,  1954  (20  U.  S.  0.  331-332)  ;  $7,000,000,  of 
which  not  less  than  $550,000  shall  be  available  for  the 
Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  authorized. 

(19)Pi  •resident's  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High 
School:  For  salaries  and  expenses  for  the  President' s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School,  including  serv¬ 
ices  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings, 
$200,000. 
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OFFICE  OF  vocational  REHABILITATION 

Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies:  For  grants  to 
States  and  other  agencies  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  $45,100,000,  of  which 
$40,000,000  is  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  under 
section  2  of  said  Act;  $1,500,000  is  for  extension  and  im¬ 
provement  projects  under  section  3  of  said  Act;  and 
$3,600,000  is  for  special  projects  under  section  4  of  said 
Act:  Provided,  That  allotments  under  section  2  of  said  Act 
to  the  States  for  the  current  fiscal  yeai‘  shall  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  $53,000,000,  and  this  amount  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  the  sum  available  for  allotments  under  such  section 
for  such  fiscal  year. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  grants  to  States 
under  sections  2  and  3  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall 
not  exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter 
of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Training  and  traineeships :  For  training  and  traineeships 
pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


21 


as  amended,  and  for  carrying  out  the  training  functions 
provided  for  in  section  7  of  said  Act,  $4,400,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Kehabilitation  Act, 
as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936  (20 
U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A),  as  amended,  $1,330,000. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SEEVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  G.,  ch.  6A)  ' 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  in¬ 
cluding  expenses  for  active  commissioned  officers  in  the 
Keserve  Corps  and  for  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  six 
hundred  commissioned  officers  in  the  Eegular  Corps;"’: 
and  except  as  otherwise  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
30,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C.  236-244),  for  expenses  of  primary 
and  secondary  schooling  of  dependents  of  Public  Health 
Service  personnel  stationed  in  foreign  countries,  in  amounts 
not  to  exceed  an  average  of  $250  per  student,  when  it  is 
determined  by  the  Secretary  that  the  schools,  if  any,  avail- " 

r>, 

able  in  the  locality  are  unable  to  provide  adequately  for  the  ^ 
education  of  such  dependents,  and  for  the  transportation 
of  such  dependents  between  such  schools  and  their  places  ‘ 
of  residence  when  the  schools  are  not  accessible  to  such 
dependents  by  regular  means  of  transportation;  and  for 
H.E.  6287— — 4  -  , 
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the  payrnent  of  compensation  to  consultants  or  individual 
scientists  appointed  for  limited  periods  of  time  pursuant  to 
section  207  (e)  or  section  207  (f)  of  the  Act  at  rates 
established  by  the  Surgeon  General  not  to  exceed  $15,000 
per  annum ;  as  follows : 

Assistance  to  States,  general :  To  carry  out  the  purposes 
not  otherwise  specifically  provided  for,  of  section  314  (c) 
of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  services  to  States  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make  field  investigations 
and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  to 
provide  for  collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  morbidity, 
and  vital  statistics;  to  provide  traineeships  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  306  of  the  Act;  and  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  enter¬ 
tainment  of  officials  of  other  countries  when  specifically 
authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General;  (20)$1 9,592,000 
$22,592,000. 

Grants  and  special  studies,  Temtory  of  Alaska:  To  en¬ 
able  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct,  in  the  Service,  and  to 
cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  investigation,  prevention, 
treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation  services  pursuant  to 
and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections  301,  311,  314 
(without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (d),  (f) , 
(h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (c) 
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of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  371  of  the  Act,  including 
the  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  and  the 
purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings, 
$2,165,000. 

Venereal  diseases:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections 
314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 
diagnosis  and  treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  venereal 
diseases;  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the  Act, 
and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health  author¬ 
ities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  $4,415,000. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  $7,000,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$4,500,000  shall  be  available  only  for  grants  to  States, 
to  be  matched  by  an  equal  amount  of  State  and  local 
fimds  expended  for  the  same  pui^pose,  for  direct  expenses  of 
prevention  and  case-finding  projects  including  salaries,  fees, 
and  travel  of  personnel  directly  engaged  in  prevention  and 
case-finding  and  the  necessary  equipment  and  supplies  used 
directly  in  prevention  and  case-finding  operations,  but  ex¬ 
cluding  the  purchase  of  care  in  hospitals  and  sanatoria. 
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Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  providea  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and 
361  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings;  and  hire, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft;  (2 l)>1i»6-,2t.)07009 


,250,000. 

Sanitary  engineering  activities:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out  those  provisions  of 
sections  301,  311,  314  (c),  and  361  of  the  Act  relating 
to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  euvironmental  health,  in¬ 
cluding  enfoi’cement  of  applicable  (juarantine  laws  and  inter¬ 
state  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Acts  of  Juty  14,  1955  (Public  Law  159) ,  and 
July  9,  1956  (Public  Law  660),  including  $2,700,000  for 
grants  to  States  and  $300,000  for  grants  to  interstate  agen¬ 
cies;  and  the  hire,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft; 
$12,640,000,  to  remain  available  only  imtil  June  30,  1958. 
(22)Orants  for  waste  treatment  works  eonstructien-:  For 
under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollutio-n  Control 


h  to 


onkv 


Aety  as  amended, 
untd  June  %%-,  4959? 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction:  For 
payments  under  section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
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Act,  as  amended  (70  Staf.  502),  $45,000,000  which  to¬ 
gether  fi'ith  the  amount  approjiriated  under  this  head  in  the 
Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70  Stat. 
769)  shall  be  applied  to  payment  on  account  of  allotments 
made  for  the  current  and  preceding  fiscal  years  pursuant  to 
said  Act,  such  sums  to  remain  available  only  until  June 
30,  1959:  Provided,  That  allotments  under  such  section  6 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
$50,000,000. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  under 
parts  C  and  G,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $121,- 
200,000,  of  which  $99,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for 
hospitals  and  related  facilities  pursuant  to  part  0,  $1,200,- 
000  shall  be  for  the  purposes  authorized  in  section  636  of 
the  Act,  and  $21,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for  facili¬ 
ties  pursuant  to  part  G,  as  follows:  $6,500,000  for  diag¬ 
nostic  or  treatment  centers,  $6,500,000  for  hospitals  for  the 
chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4,000,000  for  rehabilitation 
facilities,  and  $4,000,000  for  nursing  homes :  Provided,  That 
allotments  under  such  parts  C  and  G  to  the  several  States 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
amounts  equal  to  the  limitations  specified  herein. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 
For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 
of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $1,450,000. 
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(2S')Surveys  and  planning  for  hospital  construction:  The 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1955  (68  Stat.  810)  shall  remain  available 
for  expenditure  until  June  30, 1959. 

Hospitals  and  medical  care:  Tor  carr5dng  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August 
8,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  150),  (24:')including  $1,186,000  to  he 
available  only  for  payments  for  medical  care  of  dependents 
and  retired  personnel  under  the  Dependents’  Medical  Care 
Act  (70  Stat.  250-254),  and  under  sections  307,  321, 
322,  324,  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and 
810  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  Private  Law  419 
of  the  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  and  Executive 
Order  9079  of  February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and 
exchange  of  farm  products  and  livestock ;  conducting  research 
on  technical  nursing  standards  and  furnishing  consultative 
nursing  services;  and  purchase  of  fireanns  and  ammunition; 
$44,399,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  exclusively  avail¬ 
able  for  payments  to  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  for  care  and 
treatment  of  persons  afflicted  with  leprosy:  Provided,  That 
when  the  Public  Health  Service  establishes  or  operates  a 
health  service  program  for  any  department  or  agency,  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in  advance  for 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur- 
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poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  prevent¬ 
ing  the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign 
countries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance 
with  section  325  of  the  Act.  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  in¬ 
surance  of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when 
requu’ed  by  law  of  such  countries,  $3,876,000. 

Indian  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of 
August  5,  1954  (42  U.  S.  C.  2001),  including  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.  S.  0.  55a)  (including  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  such 
services  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  for  individuals, 
when  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General)  ;  (2dypurchase  of 
not  to  exceed  seventy-five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
fifty  shall  he  for  replacement  only;  hire  of  passenger  motor 
vehicles  and  aircraft;  purchase  of  reprints;  payment  for 
telephone  service  in  private  residences  in  the  field,  when 
authorized  under  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary ;  and 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  sections  321  and  509  of  the  PubHc 
Health  Service  Act;  (2 6)$40,000,000  $42,500,000. 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities:  For  construc¬ 
tion,  major  repair,  improvement,  and  equipment  of  health 
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and  related  auxiliary  facilities,  including  quarters  for  per¬ 
sonnel;  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings: 
acquisition  of  sites;  purchase  and  erection  of  portable  build¬ 
ings;  and  purchase  of  trailers;  $3,096,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  such  expenditures 
may  be  made  through  the  Department  of  the  Interior  at 
the  option  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  research  and 
services:  For  the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  ]iot  otherwise  ])rovided  for,  induding  researdi  fel¬ 
lowships  and  grants  for  research  projects  (21^and  training 
grants  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  regulation  and 
preparation  of  biologic  products,  and  conduct  of  research  ' 
related  thereto;  (2Sypurch(ise  of  not  to  exceed  eight  passenger  ' 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  not  to  exceed  $2,500 
for  entertainment  of  visiting  scientists  when  specifically  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Surgeon  General;  erection  of  temporary  struc- - 
tures;  and  grants  of  therapeutic  and  chemical  substances 
for  demonstrations  and  research;  $14,026,000. 

(2^'yN ational  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund:  For 
the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  economical  and  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  operations  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  which 
are  financed  hy  two  or  more  appropriations  where  the  costs  ^ 
of  operation  are  not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as  - 


1  chcnujes  to  sKch  (ippropriations,  there  is  hereby  established 

2  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund.  Such 

3  amounts  as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 

4  may  determine  to  represent  a  reasonable  distribution  of  es- 

5  timated  costs  among  the  various  appropriations  involved  may 

6  be  advanced  each  year  to  this  fund  and  shall  be  available 

7  for  expenditure  for  such  costs  under  such  regulations  as 

8  may  be  prescribed  by  said  Director,  including  not  to  exceed 

9  $2,500  each  fiscal  year  for  entertainment  of  visiting  scien- 

10  lists  when  specifically  approved  by  said  Director,  and  for  the 

11  operation  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to  employees  and 

12  others  at  rates  to  be  determined  by  said  Director  to  be  sufji- 

13  dent  to  cover  the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  this  fund:  Provided, 
That  funds  advanced  to  this  fund  shall  be  available  only  in 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  advanced:  Provided  further, 
That  final  adjustments  of  advances  in  accordance  with  actual 
costs  shall  be  effected  wherever  practicable  with  the  appro- 
priations  from  which  such  funds  are  advanced. 

20  National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 

21  General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad- 

22  visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 

22  and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 

21  State  health  agencies,  and  other  pubhc  and  private  nonprofit 

25  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
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cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstrations, 
and  grants-in-aid ;  (30)an4  to  eontraet  for  supplies  mA  serv- 
imi  by  nogetiatienj  vritbeut  regard  te  s^etion  ol  tbe 
vised  Statutes,  in  oonneetion  witb  tbe  chcmethcrapy  pre- 
gram---  and  to  contract  on  a  cost  or  other  basis  for  supplies 
and  services  by  negotiation,  without  regard  to  section  3709 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  connection  with  the  chemotherapy 
program,  including  indemnification  of  contractors  to  the 
extent  and  subject  to  the  limitations  provided  in  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  2354,  except  that  approval  and 
certification  required  thereby  shall  be  by  the  Surgeon  General; 
and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part  A, 
of  the  Act;  (31)$16,902,0QQ  $58,543,000. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  304, 
311,  312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental 
diseases,  (32)$35, 24-7, 000  $39,421,000(3^'),  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $4,573,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  the 
fiscal  year  1957  appropriation  granted  under  this  head. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act, 
(34)$3-3,430,000  $38,784,000. 

Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
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carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $6,430,000. 

Arthiitis  and  metabolic  disease  activities:  Tor  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
arthritis,  rheumatism,  and  metabolic  diseases,  (35)1^7,885, 
000  $23,548,000. 

AUergy  and  infectious  disease  activities:  For  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Act  relating  to  allergy  and  infectious  diseases, 
$17,400,000,  of  which  $150,000  shall  he  available  for  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Institute  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  Gorgas  Memorial  Laboratory. 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to 
neurology  and  blindness,  (36)$  18388’^,000  $24,058,000. 

Grants  for  construction  of  health  research  facihties:  For 
grants  pursuant  to  the  Health  Research  Facilities  Act  of 
1956,  $30,000,000. 

National  Library  of  Medicme:  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine  Act  (70  Stat.  960) ,  $1,450,000. 
(Zl'yBetired  pay  of  commissioned  officers:  For  retired  pay  of 
commissioned  officers,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  payments 
under  the  Uniformed  Services  Continyeiicy  Option  Act  of 
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1953,  such  amount  as  may  be  required  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of 
the  Office  of  the  Sui’geon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for 
elsewhere,  including  preparing  information,  articles,  and 
pubhcations  related  to  public  health;  and  conducting 
studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health  methods ; 
$5,100,000. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  cloth¬ 
ing  for  patients,  and  cooperation  with  organizations  or 
individuals  in  the  scientific  research  into  the  nature,  causes, 
prevention  and  treatment  of  mental  illness,  (38)$3,O0O,Q0O 
$3,085,800. 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 
For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 
equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepara¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  supervision 
of  construction,  $55,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30, 
1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may  be 
transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Construction,  treatment  and  cafeteria  building:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifi- 
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cations  for  a  treatment  and  cafeteria  building  at  Saint 
Elizabeths  Hospital,  $180,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959 :  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 
be  transferred  to  General  Services  Administration. 

SOCIAL  SECUEITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance:  For  necessary  expenses,  not  more  than 

$130,000,000  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That  such 
amounts  as  are  required  shall  be  available  to  pay  the  cost 
of  necessary  travel  incident  to  medical  examinations  for 
verifying  disabilities  of  individuals  who  file  applications  for 
disability  determinations  under  title  TI  of  the  Social  Securit}^ 
Act,  as  amended. 

Advances  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For 
making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  advances  to 
States  under  section  221  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  from  the  above  author- 
ization  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

^39^)0 ondruction,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insur¬ 
ance:  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Construction,  Bureau 
of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance”  for  construction  of 
an  office  building  and  appurtenant  facilities,  including  ac- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


34 


quisition  of  land,  $5,710,000,  to  he  derived  from  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  which,  to¬ 
gether  with  sums  heretofore  appropriated  for  these  purposes, 
shall  establish  a  limitation  of  cost  of  $31,080,000 :  Provided, 
That  the  established  limit  of  cost  may  he  exceeded  or  shall 
he  reduced  hy  an  amount  equal  to  the  percentage  increase 
or  decrease,  if  any,  in  construction  costs  generally  dating 
from  October  1,  1956,  as  determined  hy  the  Administrator, 
General  Services  Administration,  and  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  aforesaid  trust  fund  shall  he  increased  or 
decreased  accordingly:  Provided  further.  That  the  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  proviso  shall  be  effective  only  if  a  contract 
for  coTistruction  is  executed  on  or  before  December  1,  1957. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  ror_ grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  aid 
to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subchs.  I,  IV, 
X,  and  XIV) ,  $1,600,000,000,  of  which  such  amount  as  may 
be  necessary  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period  in  the 
prior  fiscal  3^ear  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year(40)-7 
Provided,  -That  net  more  than  $404,000,000  ef  the  amount 
herein  appropriated  shah  he  need  for  expenses  ef  State  and 
leeal  administration :  Provided  further,  That  none  ef  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shah  he  nsed  te  cover  any  eests 
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ef  State  leeal  administratioft  ffiet^Fed  to  Joly  dy 

405^. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance :  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
$1,900,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6),  and  title  V  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  suheh.  V), 
including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publica¬ 
tions  of  the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 
$2,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  title  shall  he  used  to  promulgate  or  carry 
out  any  instructions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the 
care  of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons 
licensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided 
further,  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 
practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund, 
so  long  as  State  laws  are  comphed  with:  Provided  further. 
That  any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 
obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 
grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services. 
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services  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as 
authorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V), 
$41,500,000,  of  which  $15,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
services  for  crippled  children,  $16,500,000  for  maternal  and 
child-health  services,  and  $10,000,000  for  child-welfare 
services :  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State  pursuant  to 
section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall  not  be  included 
in  computing  for  the  pui'poses  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount  expended  or 
estimated  to  be  expended  b}^  the  State:  Provided  further, 
That  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  available  under  section  502 
(b)  of  such  Act  shall  be  used  only  for  special  projects  for 
mentally  retarded  children. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  (Commissioner:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security,  $300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$240,000,  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  and  section  705 
of  title  VII,  respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  in- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


37 


curred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments 
under  each  of  such  titles  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation 
therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter  in 
the  period  begmning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  aii}^  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECKETAEY 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Secretary:  For  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  $1,800,000, 
together  with  not  to  exceed  $260,000  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Field  Administration: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  Field  Administration, 
$2,300,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $700,000  to  he 
transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  General  Comisel: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel, 
$500,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $25,000  to  be  trans- 
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ferred  from  the  appropriation  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses,  certi¬ 
fication  and  inspection  services’^  and  not  to  exceed 
(41)$425,00Q  $449,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  utilization:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j),  (k) ,  (n) , 
and  (o) ,  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real 
and  personal  excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and 
protection  of  pubhc  health,  $502,000. 

GENEPAL  PROVISIONS 

Seo.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shah  be  available  for  payment  in 
advance  for  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organ¬ 
izations  whose  publications  are  available  to  members  only 
or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  pubhc. 

Seo.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5U.  S.  0.  55a). 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  expenses 
and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


39 


the  functions  or  activities  for  which  such  appropriations  are 
made. 

Sec.  205.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  0.  2131) . 

Sec.  206.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title 
to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants-in-aid  of 
State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 
operation  of  said  agencies,  including  the  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  of  oflBcers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be 
withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have 
estabhshed  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation 
a  merit  system  and  classification  and  compensation  plan 
covering  the  selection,  tenure  in  olQBce,  and  compensation 
of  their  employees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  per¬ 
sonnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of 
the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or 
employees. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such 
transfers  of  motor  vehicles,  between  bureaus  and  offices, 
without  transfer  of  funds,  as  may  be  required  in  carrying 
out  the  operations  of  the  Department. 
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(42)Se^  208.  ^onc  el  tfee  fiueli-j  pyovlded  licmii  shall  he 
ttse4  te  pay  a«y  recipient  el  a  gran-fe  ler  the  eenduct  el  a 
reaeaTOh  prejeet  an  amoimt  ler  iftchreet  expenses  in  een- 
ncetien  with  saeh  prejeet  in  excess  el  1 5  per  centum  el 
the  direct  eostsr 

Sec.  (43)2t)0  208.  None  of  the  oblige tional  authority 
available  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  for  planning  and/or  construction  of  l)uildings  shall  re¬ 
main  available  after  June  30,  1959(44);  Provided,  That 
existing  obligational  authority  to  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  for  preparation  of  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  for  the  construction  of  the  general  office  and.  the 
dental  research  huildings  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
and  the  National  Library  of  Medicine  buildmg  of  the  Public 
Health  Service,  shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958. 

Sec.  (45)3  40  209.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein 
shall  be  used,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  construction  or 
planning  of  any  building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program,  nor 
shall  any  of  the  funds  provided  herein  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  person  who  assists  or  consults  with  anyone 
in  connection  with  the  construction  or  planning  of  any 
building  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  under  the  lease-purchase  program. 

(46)*S/!;c.  210.  To  the  extent  and  under  the  conditions  pro- 


41 


1  vided  hy  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  officers  (including 

2  commissioned  officers  of  the  Public  FJealth  Service)  and  em- 

3  ployees  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

4  may  hereafter,  in  connection  with  their  attendance  at  meet- 

5  ings  or  in  performing  advisory  services  concerned  with  the 

6  functions  or  activities  of  the  Department,  be  permitted  to 

7  accept  payment,  in  cash  or  in  kind,  from  non-Federal  agen- 

8  cies,  organizations,  and  individuals,  for  travel  and  subsistence 

9  expenses,  to  be  retained  by  them  to  cover  the  cost  thereof  or 

10  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the  cost 

11  thereof  is  paid,  as  may  be  provided  in  such  regulations. 

12  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Health, 

13  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

14  TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOE  EELATIONS 

15  BOAED 

16  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
II  National  Labor  Eolations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 

18  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Eolations  Act,  1947 

19  (29  U.  S.  0.  141-167) ,  and  other  laws,  including  expenses 

20  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the 

21  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman  or  the 

22  General  Counsel;  services  as  authorized  hy  section  15  of 
28  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  and  imiforms, 

24  or  allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Sep- 

25  tember  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  IT.  S.  C.  2131)  ; 
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$9,384,800:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agri¬ 
cultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investiga¬ 
tions,  hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining 
units  composed  of  agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in 
section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (29  U.  S.  0. 
152) ,  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Eelations 
Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1938  (29  U.  S.  C.  203),  and  including  in  said 
definition  employees  engaged  in  the  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  ditches,  canals,  reservoirs,  and  waterways  when 
maintained  or  operated  on  a  mutual,  nonprofit  basis  and  at 
least  95  per  centum  of  the  water  stored  or  supplied  thereby 
is  used  for  farming  purposes. 

TITLE  IVn-hTATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOAED 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessaiy  for  the 
National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $520,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards :  Eor  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of  the 
Eailway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  0.  157),  and 
emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to 
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section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  0.  160) ,  including  steno¬ 
graphic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  $250,000. 

NATIONAL  EAILEOAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOAED 
Salaries  and  expenses;  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Eailroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  $525,000,  of  which  not 
less  than  $155,000  shall  he  available  for  compensation  (at 
rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of  referees 
appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Railway  Labor  Act, 
as  amended. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 
Salaries  and  expenses.  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board, 
when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms  or  allow¬ 
ances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1114)  ;  $8,150,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
raih’oad  retirement  account. 
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TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND 
CONCILIATION  SERVICE 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 
Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 
182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 
as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  expenses  of  boards  of 
inquiry  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  206 
of  said  Act;  temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  concil¬ 
iators,  and  mediators  on  labor  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess 
of  $75  per  diem ;  (4:iy(r over iwienf  listed  telephones  in  private 
residences  and  private  apartments  for  official  use  m  cities 
where  mediators  are  officially  stationed,  but  no  Federal 
mediation  and  conciliation  service  office  is  maintained; 
purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only  at  not  to  exceed  $3,000;  expenses  of  attendance  at 
meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial  relations;  and 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $3,550,000. 

TITLE  VII— INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 
Contribution  to  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 
River  Basin:  To  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
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pay  in  advance  to  the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac 
River  Basin  the  Federal  contribution  toward  the  expenses 
of  the  Commission  during  the  current  fiscal  year  in  the 
administration  of  its  business  in  the  conservancy  district 
established  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  11,  1940  (54  Stat. 
748) ,  $5,000. 

TITLE  VIII— UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 
For  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  United  States  Sol¬ 
diers’  Home,  to  be  paid  from  the  Soldiers’  Home  permanent 
fund,  $4,750,000,  of  which  $34,000  shall  remain  available 
until  June  30,  1959  for  construction  of  buildings  and  facili¬ 
ties,  including  demolition:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of  hospitalization  of 
members  of  the  Home  in  United  States  Army  hospitals  at 
rates  in  excess  of  those  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  Home  and  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  Army. 

TITLE  IX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  901.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 
authorized  by  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Departments  of  Labor, 
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'X  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act, 
2  1958.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  April  4,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerh 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  June  12,  1957. 

Attest:  EELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

’  Secretary. 
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passed  within  a  few  hours,  to  be  followed 
by  general  discussion  on  the  mutual  se¬ 
curity  T^thorization  bill  but  without 
votes  on 'toat  bill  today.  Minority  views 
ai'e  to  be  tonight,  and  I  do  not  wish 
to  have  acwm  on  the  bill  until  copies  of 
the  minority  \iews  are  available  to  Sen¬ 
ators. 

Mr.  POTTER.N^ill  there  be  a  vote  on 
the  mutual  security  bill  tomorrow? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  6f  Texas.  I  do  not 
know  when  there  wnl  be  a  vote  on  it. 
There  will  be  general  discussion  this  aft¬ 
ernoon.  Probably  seveml  amendments 
will  be  offered.  Just  whe\  a  vote  v/ill  be 
reached,  I  am  unable  to  t^this  far  in 
advance.  I  have  set  aside  t^ednesday, 
Thursday,  Friday,  and  Saturd^for  con¬ 
sideration  of  that  bill.  I  hcpeNye  shall 
be  able  to  dispose  of  it  by  late  sAurday. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  abid¬ 
ing  to  the  announcement  of  the  m^r- 
ity  leader,  he  hopes  to  take  up  the  mutual 
security  bill  today.  I  have  no  objectioi 
to  taking  up  the  mutual  security  bill  to¬ 
day  based  upon  any  parliamentai-y  point, 
because  of  any  pending  minority  views. 
The  Record  is  clear  that  I  have  until  5 
o’clock  this  evening  to  file  minority  views. 
I  finished  dictating  them  30  minutes  ago, 
and  they  will  be  on  the  desks  of  Senators 
tomorrow. 

My  understanding  is  that  during  the 
course  of  the  discussion  today  the  major¬ 
ity  will  begin  the  presentation  of  their 
point  of  view  on  the  mutual  security  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  but  that  no  votes  will  be 
taken  upon  any  amendment  to  it.  The 
minority  views  are  based  upon  a  proposal 
involving  the  submission  of  an  entire 
series  of  amendments  which  would  save 
the  taxpayers  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
minority,  are  now  being  inexcusably 
wasted. 


PRINTING  OF  INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 

OF  SENATOR  MORSE  ON  MUTUAL 

SECURITY  AUTHORIZATION  BILL 

Mr.  MORSE  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  have  been  advised  by  the 
Parliamentarian  that  it  is  necessary  for 
me  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  file  my 
minority  views  on  the  mutual  security 
bill  by  5  o’clock  this  afternoon.  The  rec¬ 
ord  is  as  follows: 

There  was  a  colloquy  the  other 
when  we  announced  from  the  Cony&it- 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations  that  t^  bill 
had  been  favorably  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  that  the  minor^  views 
would  be  filed  by  5  o’clock  tjraay.  Ap¬ 
parently  at  that  time  a  request  should 
have  been  made  for  pern^sion  to  file 
them  by  5  o’clock  tod^.  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  th^  I  may  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  file  my  minority  views  and 
the  supplementary  views  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [^.  Long]  by  5  o’clock 
this  afternoon,  vnth  the  understanding 
that  they  will  be  printed  overnight  and 
placed  on  Simators’  desks  tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr.  KN^fWLAND.  The  Senator  has 
stated  tl^  situation  correctly.  It  was 
certainly  understood  in  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
wiMfid  have  an  opportunity  to  file  his 
Iws  by  5  o’clock  today.  The  legislative 


history  is  clear  on  that  point.  If  a  tech¬ 
nicality  was  not  complied  with,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  certainly  should  be  entitled  to  have 
the  permission  to  comply  with  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  has  once 
more  demonstrated  the  many  courtesies 
he  has  extended  to  me  in  the  13  years 
I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  I 
appreciate  his  attitude  very  much. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  read  the  views 
prepared  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

I  thought  that  perhaps  I  should  like  to 
associate  myself  with  the  statements  in 
the  Senator’s  minority  views.  However, 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  believes,  since 
he  feels  so  strongly  on  this  matter,  the 
views  should  be  personal  to  him. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  for  his  comment.  He 
will  see  my  statement  before  it  is  filed, 
as  will  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Lancer].  However,  because  of  the 
^position  I  took  in  committee  with  re¬ 
ject  to  certain  legal  aspects  in  con- 
nation  with  the  matter  under  discus- 
sioH.  I  would  not  wish  to  ask  my  col- 
leagrves  to  associate  themselves  with  my; 
pointNjf  view,  but,  rather,  speak  on, 
for  my^f .  I  state  in  my  minority  viws 
that  I  srtore  the  views  of  the  Senator 
from  Loiuhriana  [Mr.  Long]  aiM  the 
Senator  froin  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Lan¬ 
cer],  that  tl^bill  should  be  djt^stically 
cut  in  many  psuticulars.  TiK  Senator 
from  LouisianaNyill  have  /n  opportu- 
tity  to  read  my  vi^s,  altl^gh  my  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  committee ywas  somewhat 
different  from  the  pos^on  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  took  in*,  respect  to  some 
of  the  reasons  for^ss^ing.  I  do  not 
think  it  would  be  ^air  to  ehe  Senator  to 
ask  him  to  join  hif  my  min^ty  views.  I 
have  taken  it  pSr  granted  tnStt  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Lonisiana,  by  his  ^pression 
of  his  own  personal  minority  vums,  will 
make  his^sition  very  clear  on  this  is¬ 
sue. 

Mr.  Russell.  Mr.  President,  >yill 
the  Senator  yield? 

MORSE.  I  yield. 

[r.  RUSSELL.  I  am  not  a  member 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
laut  I  shall  read  the  Senator’s  statement 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest.  I  am  par¬ 
ticularly  concerned  about  some  phases 
of  the  program  as  reported  to  the  Senate 
by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
so-called  revolving  fund,  which  removes 
all  the  economic  aid  from  any  real  con¬ 
gressional  control,  by  setting  up  a  per¬ 
manent  fund,  over  which  Congress  willt; 
have,  at  best,  very  limited  control.  | 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  Senator  f 
from  Oregon  approves  of  that  particular 
phase  of  the  bill.  Some  of  us,  who  are 
concerned  about  it,  will  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  vote  to  retain  in  the  Con-  j’ 
gress  of  the  United  States  some  meas-  ' 
ure  of  control  over  the  program.  A 
number  of  other  items  in  the  bill  dis¬ 
turb  me  also. 

I  shall  look  forward  eagerly  to  the 
Senator’s  amendments,  in  the  hope  that 
some  of  them  will  be  along  the  line  of 
my  thinking,  so  that  I  may  support  the  ; 
effort  to  make  the  program  more  realis 
tic. 


Mr.  MORSE.  It  was  not  my  inten-  J 
tion,  in  making  my  unanimous-consen^ 
request,  to  open  debate  on  the  mutuq^^ 
security  bill.  I  do  not  think  it  wofild 
be  courteous  to  the  chairman  oV  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations ^r  me 
to  do  so.  / 

I  wish  to  say  very  quickly  in'  passing, 
to  my  good  friend  from  Gec^ia,  that  I 
am  not  at  all  surprised,  inai^uch  as  he 
is  such  a  great  constiti^onal  lawyer, 
that  he  should  make  th^bservations  he 
has  made.  I  wish  to  asjmre  him  that  one 
section  of  my  minomy  views  is  given 
over  to  the  constitudonal  question,  and 
to  what  I  consid^ to  be  an  abdication 
by  Congress  of  ij^  legislative  duties  un¬ 
der  the  Constittition. 

Having  served  with  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  for/a  number  of  years  on  the 
Committed  on  Armed  Services,  and 
althoug^there  may  have  been  some 
times  ’^en  we  voted  differently,  I  can¬ 
not  i^all  when  we  ever  voted  differ- 
entbr  on  any  major  item  before  the  com- 
mmee,  and,  in  fact,  I  cannot  recall  any 
Inor  one,  for  that  matter,  when  we 
oted  differently:  I  should  like  to  say  to 
him  that  I  also  take  the  position  in  my 
minority  views  that  tremendous  savings 
can  be  made  in  the  military  budget.  It 
should  no  longer  be  considered  a  sacred 
cow,  but  should  be  put  on  the  legislative 
operating  table  of  Congress  in  order  that 
we  may  cut  out  some  of  its  caneers. 

I  press  my  unanimous-consent  request. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1957— 
MINORITY  AND  SUPPLEMENTAL 
VIE’WS 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Morse,  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
submitted  his  minority  views,  together 
with  the  supplemental  views  of  Mr.  Long, 
on  the  bill  (S.  2130)  to  amend  further 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  here- 
ofore  reported  by  Mr.  Green  from  that 
committee  which  were  ordered  to  be 
pSlted  as  part  2  of  Report  No.  417. 

DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR  AND 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  "WEL¬ 
FARE  APPROPRIATIONS,  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  order  that  Senators  may  be  on 
notice,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  on 
the  question  of  the  passage  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  measure,  the  Labor  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  Departments  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  the  yeas  and  nays  be 
ordered. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  bill  un¬ 
der  consideration  provides  an  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $2,885,290,781  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
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and  Welfare.  This  amount  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $38,459,200  over  the  House  bill, 
but  is  under  the  budget  estimates  for 
1958  by  $96,636,800. 

The  committee  has  approved  a  total 
of  $354,348,600  for  the  Department  of 
Labor,  an  increase  of  $5,288,400  over  the 
House  bill.  Included  in  the  committee’s 
recommendation  are  items  totaling  $321,- 
800,000,  or  90.81  percent  of  the  budget 
estimates,  for  which  funds  must  be  pro¬ 
vided.  Included  are  graftts  to  States  for 
unemployment  compensation  and  em¬ 
ployment  service  administration,  $260 
million,  paid  out  of  the  earmarked  Fed¬ 
eral  unemployment  tax  revenues ;  in 
other  words,  that  amount  comes  out  of 
revenues  raised  by  special  taxes  and  does 
not  come  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury. 

For  unemployment  compensation  for 
veterans,  the  bill  provides  $36,800,000. 

For  unemployment  compensation  for 
Federal  employees,  $25  million  is  in¬ 
cluded. 

For  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  a  total  of  $2,516,707,381.  In¬ 
cluded  in  the  recommendations  are  items 
totaling  $1,768,700,000,  representing 
70.27  percent  of  the  Department’s  esti¬ 
mates,  for  which  funds  must  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  grants  to  States  for  public  as¬ 
sistance,  $1,600,000,000;  for  payments  to 
school  districts,  $127  million;  and  for  as¬ 
sistance  for  school  construction  in  fed¬ 
erally  impacted  areas,  $41,706,000.  The 
basic  legislation  for  these  three  programs 
definitely  commits  the  Congress  to  pro¬ 
vide  whatever  funds  are  required. 

Not  included  in  the  above  category,  but 
certainly  programs  which  permit  little  or 
no  reduction  from  the  budget  estimates, 
are  those  for  grants  to  States  for  mater¬ 
nal  and  child  welfare;  for  grants  to 
States  for  vocational  rehabilitation;  for 
grants  to  States  for  hospital  construc¬ 
tion  ;  for  grants  to  States  for  waste  treat¬ 
ment  works  construction;  and  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  States  for  local  public  health 
units.  These  together  with  the  items  for 
public  assistance  and  school  construction 
and  school  maintenance  and  operation 
total  in  excess  of  $2  billion. 

The  increases  recommended  through¬ 
out  the  bill  are  at  a  minimum  when 
consideration  is  given  to  the  fact^that 
this  bill  was  under  consideration  by  the 
House  for  10  days,  with  extensive 
amendments  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  and  numerous  reductions  made 
in  the  amounts  recommended  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
following  extended,  detailed,  and  ex¬ 
haustive  hearings,  during  which  the  bill 
was  thoroughly  examined  and  consid¬ 
ered.  Senators  will  recall  that  on  the 
day  of  passage  of  the  bill  in  the  House 
there  were  14  yea-and-nay  votes. 

Increases  recommended  by  our  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  Department  of  Labor  only 
partially  restore  the  reductions  effected 
by  floor  amendments  under  the  House 
committee  recommendations.  For  one 
item — the  Mexican  farm  labor  pro¬ 
gram — we  recommend  the  same  amount 
as  the  House  committee  allowance. 

The  substantial  increases  approved 
by  our  committee  are  for  medical  re¬ 
search  in  the  killing  and  crippling  dis¬ 
eases — cancer,  heart  disease,  mental  ill¬ 


nesses,  arthritis,  and  metabolic  dis¬ 
eases,  neurological  disorders,  and  blind¬ 
ness.  For  each  of  these  items  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  increases  in  excess 
of  the  budget  estimates.  In  total,  we 
have  approved  increases  of  $32,02'7,000 
for  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  for 
use  in  the  fight  against  killing  diseases. 

Last  year  our  committee  reported  to 
the  Senate  a  bill  containing  amend¬ 
ments  for  increases  in  these  same  items 
amounting  to  $56,282,000  over  the  budget 
estimates,  or  44.48  percent  over  the 
amounts  requested. 

This  year’s  recommendation  of  in¬ 
creases,  totaling  $32,027,000,  amounts  to 
16.84  percent  over  the  amounts  re¬ 
quested. 

It  is  recalled  that  there  were  doubts 
expressed  last  year  as  to  whether  the 
funds  recommended  by  the  committee 
last  year  would  be  wisely  and  prudently 
spent  and  whether  there  was  available 
manpower  to  carry  on  the  additional 
research  possible  with  the  greatly  in¬ 
creased  funds.  The  Senate  committee 
considered  the  matter  very  thoroughly, 
and  the  position  of  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  was  fully  vindicated.  Manpower 
was  available,  and  the  funds  have  been 
wisely  and  prudently  expended. 

Mr.  President,  following  the  usual  pro¬ 
cedure,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  committee  amendments  be  consid¬ 
ered  en  bloc,  and  that  the  bill  as 
amended  be  considered  as  original  text 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment,  with 
this  exception: 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  who  is  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Of¬ 
fice  and  Civil  Service,  has  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  language  on  page  30,  line  18: 

Provided,  That  the  Chief  and  Assistant 
Chief  of  the  Training  and  Standards  Branch 
of  the  National  Institute  of  Mental  Health 
shall  each  be  compensated  at  a  salary  rate 
not  to  exceed  $17,500  per  annum. 

The  committee  included  this  proviso 
in  the  bill,  conscious  of  the  fact  that 
more  than  half  of  the  hospital  beds  in 
the  United  States  today  are  occupied  by 
patients  suffering  from  mental  illness, 
and  that  the  cost  of  mental  illness  runs 
into  billions  of  dollars  each  year. 

,  The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  has 
called  attention  to  this  proviso,  and  I 
have  consulted  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye] 
who  is  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  formerly  was  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

So  in  asking  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  amendments  be  agreed  to  en 
bloc,  we  do  not  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  proviso  beginning  on  line  18, 
page  30,  and  ending  on  line  22,  which  I 
have  just  read,  be  included.  That  means, 
then,  that  the  proviso  will  be  stricken 
from  the  bill. 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  has 
advised  me  that  he  and  his  committee 
are  giving  their  thought,  attention,  and 
consideration  to  this  very  matter  now; 
they  are  examining  into  the  question  at 
this  very  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Along  that  line,  last  year,  if  Senators  will 
recall,  approximately  800  of  the  super¬ 


grade  positions  were  acted  upon.  At 
present,  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  is  holding  hearings  and 
is  considering  the  matter.  Even  today, 
in  order  to  conserve  the  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  am  having  lunch  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  to 
discuss  with  him  matters  pertaining  to 
the  various  grades,  such  as  the  one  con¬ 
cerned  in  this  instance.  The  committee 
will  then  look  into  the  matter. 

As  I  understand,  the  provision  begin¬ 
ning  on  line  18  and  ending  on  line  22, 
of  page  30,  will  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  may  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  that  the 
salary  range  of  $17,500  for  this  particu¬ 
lar  position  would  be  proper.  I  regret 
that  it  is  found  to  be  necessary  to  strike 
the  provision  from  the  bill.  But  with 
the  assurance  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice,  the  committee  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  question  of  salaries  and  qualifica¬ 
tions,  and  all  other  matters  relating  to 
the  civil  service,  will  take  the  matter 
under  consideration  and  will  include  it 
in  a  study  to  make  certain  that  the  sal¬ 
ary  range  will  be  adjusted  as  it  should 
be  adjusted,  I  shall  not  object  to  the 
striking  of  the  provision.  But  in  the 
committee  the  decision  was  made  to  re¬ 
port  the  bill  to  the  Senate  with  this  pro¬ 
vision  included. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Inasmuch  as  the  committee  had  already 
included  the  provision  in  the  bUl,  I  wish 
to  state  that  we  shall  give  the  matter 
special  treatment.  But  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  who  served  for  so  many  years 
on  the  committee  of  which  I  am  chair¬ 
man,  knows  what  we  have  to  do  in  the 
case  of  placing  certain  employees  in  the 
super  grades  under  the  Classification  Act. 
In  that  connection  there  are  many  head¬ 
aches,  because  when  one  case  of  that 
sort  comes  up,  other  employees  wish  to 
be  treated  similarly. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  appreciate  that.  If  I 
had  remained  on  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service,  I  would  now  be 
its  senior  Republican  member.  However, 

I  had  long  endeavored  to  obtain  a  seat 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee;  and 
a  number  of  years  ago  I  had  to  decide 
whether  I  would  leave  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  in  order 
to  become  a  member  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee.  I  regretted  leaving  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice,  because  of  the  excellent  work  it  does 
on  matters  relating  to  the  classification 
of  employees. 

Let  me  say  that  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  doing  an  excellent  job  as 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  I  am 
confident  that  this  particular  position 
will  have  his  personal  attention.  In  all 
justice,  the  proposed  increase  ha  salary 
should  be  made. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  for  his  kind  remarks  concern¬ 
ing  me.  During  the  many  years  he  and 
I  served  together  on  the  committee,.. 
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everything  was  very,  very  pleasant;  and 
he  did  excellent  work  there.  At  that 
time  we  worked  together  both  on  sub¬ 
committees  and  on  the  full  committee. 
His  work  was  excellent,  and  I  know  he 
is  doing  equally  fine  work  at  present  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  inquire  whether 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Appropriations  for  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  has  completed 
his  statement  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes. 

At  this  time  I  wish  to  join  in  what 
the  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
said,  namely,  that  the  salai-y  in  this 
case  certainly  should  be  $17,500.  I 
know  how  able  and  devoted  is  the  senior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston],  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Sei-vice  ;  and  it 
is  gratifying  to  have  him  tell  us  now  that 
the  matter  will  receive  his  particular  at¬ 
tention,  and  that,  in  fact,  he  is  already 
giving  it  his  best  attention.  I  wish  to 
thank  the'Senator  for  what  he  is  doing 
in  regard  to  this  item,  because  the  salary 
in  this  particular  case  really  should  be 
$17,500.  So  I  thank  my  very  able  and 
distinguish  friend,  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  for  his  remarks  about  me,  and 
also  for  what  he  has  said  about  this 
particular  item. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  have  examined 
this  appropriation  bill,  and  it  shows  a 
great  deal  of  study.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  has  done  an  excellent  job  on  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina.  We  have  a  vei’y  hard¬ 
working  subcommittee,  and  the  bill  as 
reported  represents  the  teamwork  of  all 
of  us.  We  particularly  appi-eciate  what 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Thye]  has  done  in  connection 
with  bringing  the  bill  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  following  the  precedent, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments,  except  for  the  pro¬ 
viso  on  page  30,  in  line  18,  be  considered 
and  agreed  to  en  bloc;  and  that  the  bill 
as  thus  amended  be  considered  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment,  as  original  text; 
provided,  however,  that  no  point  of  order 
against  any  amendment  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  waived  by  the  adoption  of 
these  committee  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) ,  Without  objec¬ 
tion.  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc  are 
as  follows: 

Under  the  heading  “Title  I — Department 
of  Labor — Office  of  the  Secretary”,  on  page  2, 
line  11,  after  the  figures  “$1,480,000”,  to  strike 
out  the  comma  and  "of  which  not  more  than 
$170,000  shall  be  for  international  labor  af¬ 
fairs”,  and  in  line  13,  after  the  amendment 
just  above  stated,  to  insert  a  colon  and  "Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  limitation  of  $154,490  for 
international  labor  affairs  appearing  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  Appropriation  Act,  1957 
(70  Stat.  423)  is  Increased  to  $159,490.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Office  of  the  Solicitor”, 
on  page  3,  line  9.  after  the  word  “Solicitor,” 
to  strike  out  “$2,021,000”  and  insert  “$2,191,- 
OCO”,  and  in  the  same  line,  after  the  amend¬ 


ment  Just  above  stated,  to  strike  out  the 
comma  and  “together  with  not  to  exceed 
$365,000  to  be  derived  from  the  highway 
trust  fund  created  by  section  209  of  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security”,  on  page  5.  line  8,  after  “(5 
U.  S.  C.  55a)  ”,  to  strike  out  “$5,558,000”  and 
Insert  “$6,000,000,  of  which  $5,874,400  shall 
be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  Federal  un¬ 
employment  account  in  the  unemployment 
trust  fund,  and”. 

On  page  6,  at  the  beginning  of  line  7,  to 
strike  out  “$249,814,000”  and  insert  “$260,- 
000,000”,  and  in  the  same  line,  after  the 
amendment  just  above  stated,  to  Insert  “of 
which  $10,000,000  shall  be  available  only  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  meet  Increased  costs 
of  administration  resulting  from  changes  in 
a  State  law  or  increases  in  the  numbers  of 
claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  increased 
salary  costs  resulting  from  changes  in  State 
salary  compensation  plans  embracing  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  State  generally  over  those  upon 
which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based, 
which  increased  costs  of  administration  can¬ 
not  be  provided  for  by  normal  budgetary  ad¬ 
justments.” 

On  page  9,  line  15,  after  the  word  “laws”, 
to  strike  out  “$2,236,200”  and  insert  “$2- 
500,000.”  • 

Under  the  subhead  “Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics”,  on  page  11,  line  7,  after  “(5  U.  S.  C. 
55a)  ”,  to  strike  out  “$7,124,000”  and  insert 
“$7,225,000.” 

Under  the  heading  “Title  II— Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare — Food 
and  Drug  Administration”,  on  page  12,  line 
25,  after  “(21  U.  S.  C.  61-64)  ”,  to  insert  “in¬ 
cluding  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  89  passen¬ 
ger  motor  vehicles  of  which  51  shall  be  for 
replacement  only.” 

On  page  13,  line  22,  after  the  word  “equip¬ 
ment”,  to  insert  “purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
four  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Office  of  Educaton”, 
on  page  16,  line  22,  after  “(20  U.  S.  C.,  ch. 
2”,  to  insert  a  semicolon  and  “70  Stat.  1126”; 
on  page  17,  at  the  beginning  of  line  1,  to  in¬ 
sert  “and  section  9  of  the  act  of  August  1, 
1956  (70  Stat.  909)”;  in  line  3,  after  the  word 
“training”  to  insert  “and  $228,000  for  voca¬ 
tional  education  in  the  fishery  trades  and 
industry  including  distributive  occupations 
there”;  in  line  5,  after  the  amendment  just 
above  stated,  to  strike  out  “$33,442,081”  and 
insert  “$33,750,081”,  and  in  line  9,  after  the 
word  “year”,  to  insert  a  colon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  additional  proviso; 

"Provided  further.  That  the  amount  of 
allotment  which  States  and  Territories  are 
not  prepared  to  use  may  be  reapportioned 
among  other  States  and  Territories  applying 
therefor  for  use  in  the  programs  for  which 
the  funds  were  originally  apportioned.” 

On  page  17,  line  20,  after  the  figures 
“$5,000,000”  to  insert  a  colon  and  ]the  fol¬ 
lowing  proviso; 

"Provided,  That  the  amount  of  any  State’s 
allotment  from  this  appropriation  which 
such  State  certifies  will  remain  unpaid  to 
it  on  June  30,  1959,  may  be  reallotted  by 
the  Commissioner  among  other  States  apply¬ 
ing  therefor  in  proportion  to  their  rural 
population,  and  deemed  part  of  such  allot¬ 
ments,  except  that  no  State’s  allotment  shall 
be  so  increased  as  to  exceed  the  allotment 
which  would  be  made  to  it  were  this  appro¬ 
priation  equal  to  the  maximum  authorized 
under  such  act.” 

On  page  19,  after  line  18,  to  insert; 

“President’s  Committee  on  Education  Be¬ 
yond  the  High  School;  For  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  President’s  Committee  on 
Education  Beyond  the  High  School,  including 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings,  $200,000.” 
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Under  the  subhead  “Public  Health  Service”, 
on  page  22.  line  15,  alter  the  word  “General”, 
to  strike  out  “$19,592,000”  and  insert  “$22,- 
592,000.” 

On  page  24.  line  6,  after  the  word  “air¬ 
craft”,  to  strike  out  “$6,200,000”  and  insert 
“$6,250,000.” 

On  page  24,  after  line  18,  to  strike  out: 

“Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction;  For  payments  under  section  6  of 
the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended, 
$50,000,000,  to  remain  available  only  until 
June  30,  1959.” 

And  in  lieu  thereof  to  Insert; 

“Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction;  For  payments  under  section  6  of 
the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended 
(70  Stat.  502),  $45,000,000  which  together 
with  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1957  (70  Stat.  769)  shall  be  applied 
to  payment  on  account  of  allotments  made 
for  the  current  and  preceding  fiscal  years 
pursuant  to  said  act,  such  sums  to  remain 
available  only  until  June  30,  1959;  Provided, 
That  allotments  under  such  section  6  lor  the 
current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  $50,000,000.” 

On  page  25,  after  line  24,  to  insert: 

“Surveys  and  planning  for  hospital  con¬ 
struction:  The  funds  appropriated  under 
this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act,  1955  (68  Stat.  810)  shall  remain  available 
for  expenditure  until  June  30,  1959.” 

On  page  26,  line  6,  after  “(5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ”, 
to  insert  “including  $1,186,000  to  be  available 
only  lor  payments  for  medical  care  of  de¬ 
pendents  and  retired  personnel.” 

On  page  27,  line  15,  after  the  word  “Gen¬ 
eral”,  to  insert  “purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
75  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  50  shall 
be  for  replacement  only;”,  and  in  line  22, 
after  the  word  “act”,  to  strike  out  “$40,000,- 
000”  and  Insert  “$42,500,000.” 

On  page  28,  line  11,  after  the  word  “proj¬ 
ects”  to  insert  “and  training  grants”,  and  in 
line  14,  after  the  word  “thereto”,  to  insert 
“purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eight  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only.” 

.  On  page  28,  after  line  19,  to  insert : 

“National  Institutes  of  Health  Manage¬ 
ment  PTind;  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  economical  and  efficient  conduct  of  op¬ 
erations  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
which  are  financed  by  two  or  more  appro¬ 
priations  where  the  costs  of  operation  are 
not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as 
charges  to  such  appropriations,  there  is 
hereby  established  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  Management  Fund.  Such  amounts 
as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  may  determine  to  represent  a  rea¬ 
sonable  distribution  of  estimated  costs 
among  the  various  appropriations  involved 
may  be  advanced  each  year  to  this  fund  and 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  such 
costs  under  such  regulations  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  said  Director,  including  not  to 
exceed  $2,500  each  fiscal  year  for  entertain¬ 
ment  of  visiting  scientists  when  specifically 
approved  by  said  Director,  and  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to  em¬ 
ployees  and  others  at  rates  to  be  determined 
by  said  Director  to  be  sufficient  to  cover  the 
cost  of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of 
this  fund :  Provided,  That  funds  advanced  to 
this  fund  shall  be  available  only  in  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  they  are  advanced:  Provided 
further.  That  final  adjustments  of  advances 
in  accordance  with  actual  costs  shall  be  ef¬ 
fected  wherever  practicable  with  the  appro¬ 
priations  from  which  such  funds  are  ad¬ 
vanced.” 

On  page  30,  line  1,  after  "grants-in-aid,” 
to  strike  out  “and  to  contract  for  supplies 
and  services  by  negotiation,  without  regard 
to  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in 
connection  with  the  chemotherapy  pro¬ 
gram;”  and  insert  “and  to  contract  on  a 
cost  or  other  basis  for  supplies  and  services 
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by  negotiation,  without  regard  to  section 
3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  connection 
with  the  chemotherapy  program.  Including 
Indemnification  of  contractors  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  and  subject  to  the  limitations  provided 
in  title  10.  United  States  Code,  section  2354, 
except  that  approval  and  certification  re¬ 
quired  thereby  shall  be  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral;”,  and  in  line  12,  after  the  word  "act”, 
to  strike  out  "$46,902,000”  and  Insert 
$58,543,000.” 

On  page  30,  line  16,  after  the  word  "dis¬ 
eases”,  to  strike  out  "$35,217,000”  and  insert 
"$39,421,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$4,573,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  the 
fiscal  year  1957  appropriation  granted  under 
this  head.” 

On  page  30,  at  the  beginning  of  line  25, 
to  strike  out  "$33,436,000”  and  Insert 
"$38,784,000.” 

On  page  31,  line  7,  after  the  word  "dis¬ 
eases”,  to  strike  out  "$17,885,000”  and  Insert 
"$23,548,000.” 

On  page  31,  line  17,  after  the  word 
"blindness”,  to  strike  out  "$18,887,000”  and 
Insert  "$24,058,000.” 

On  page  31,  after  line  23,  to  Insert: 

"Retired  pay  of  commissioned  oflScers: 
For  retired  pay  of  commissioned  ofiicers,  as 
authorized  by  law,  and  payments  under  the 
Uniformed  Services  Contingency  Option  Act 
of  1953,  such  amount  as  may  be  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year.” 

Under  the  subhead  “St.  Elizabeths  Hos¬ 
pital”,  on  page  32,  line  16,  after  the  word 
"illness”,  to  strike  out  “$3,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$3,085,800.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration”,  on  page  33,  after  line  22,  to 
insert: 

"Construction,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance :  For  an  additional 
amount  for  ‘Construction,  Bureau  of  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insiuance’  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  an  ofiice  building  and  appurtenant 
facilities.  Including  acquisition  of  land, 
$5,710,000,  to  be  derived  from  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
which,  together  with  sums  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  for  these  purposes,  shall  estab¬ 
lish  a  limitation  of  cost  of  $31,080,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  established  limit  of  cost  may 
be  exceeded  or  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  percentage  increase  or 
decrease,  if  any,  in  construction  costs  gen¬ 
erally  dating  from  October  1,  1956,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Administrator,  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  and  the  amount  to  be 
derived  from  the  aforesaid  trust  fund  shall 
be  increased  or  decreased  accordingly:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  proviso  shall  be  effective  only  if  a 
contract  for  construction  is  executed  on  or 
before  December  1,  1957.” 

On  page  34,  line  22,  after  the  word  “year”, 
to  strike  out  the  colon  and  “Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $104,000,000  of  the  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  State  and  local  administration: 
Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  cover 
any  costs  of  State  and  local  administration 
incurred  prior  to  July  1,  1957.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Oflace  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,”  on  page  38,  line  3,  after  the  word 
"exceed”,  to  strike  out  “$425,000”  and  insert 
"$449,000.” 

Under  the  heading  “General  Provisions,” 
on  page  39,  after  line  23,  to  strike  out: 

"Sec.  208.  None  of  the  funds  provided 
herein  shall  be  used  to  pay  any  recipient  of 
a  grant  for  the  conduct  of  a  research  project 
an  amount  for  indhect  expenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  project  in  excess  of  15  percent 
of  the  direct  costs.” 

On  page  40,  line  8,  after  the  numerals 
"1959”,  to  insert  a  colon  and  the  following 
proviso : 

“Provided,  That  existing  obllgatlonal  au¬ 
thority  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  for  preparation  of  plans 


and  specifications  for  the  construction  of  the 
general  office  and  the  dental  research  build¬ 
ings  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
and  the  National  Library  of  Medicine  build¬ 
ing  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  June  30,  1958.” 

On  page  40,  after  line  23,  to  Insert : 

"Sec.  211.  To  the  extent  and  under  the 
conditions  provided  by  regulations  of  the 
Secretary,  officers  (including  commissioned 
officers  of  the  Public  Health  Service)  and 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Health.  Ed¬ 
ucation,  and  Welfare  may  hereafter,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  their  attendance  at  meetings  or 
in  performing  advisory  services  concerned 
with  the  functions  or  activities  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  be  permitted  to  accept  payment, 
in  cash  or  in  kind,  from  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  organizations,  and  individuals,  for 
travel  and  subsistence  expenses,  to  be  re¬ 
tained  by  them  to  cover  the  cost  thereof  or 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation 
from  which  the  cost  thereof  is  paid,  as  may 
be  provided  in  such  regulations.” 

Under  the  heading  "Title  VI — Federal 
Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service,”  on  page 
44,  line  6,  after  the  words  “per  diem”,  to  in¬ 
sert  a  semicolon  and  “Government  listed 
telephones  in  private  residences  and  private 
apartments  for  official  use  in  cities  where 
mediators  are  officially  stationed,  but  no  Fed¬ 
eral  mediation  and  conciliation  service  office 
is  maintained.” 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
join  the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  in  comment¬ 
ing  on  this  particular  appropriation  bill. 

The  only  appreciable  increase  in  the 
appropriation  items  included  in  the  bill 
as  reported  to  the  Senate,  over  those  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House 
of  Representatives,  is  in  the  items  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  in  the 
fields  of  cancer  research,  mental  health, 
heart  disease,  dental  health,  and  other 
diseases.  We  felt  completely  justified  in 
following  the  recommendations  of  the 
National  Association  on  Health  in  the 
case  of  these  items,  because  the  history 
of  this  matter  has  been  that  when  funds 
could  properly  be  used  and  when  the 
necessary  facilities,  research  w’orkers, 
scientists  were  available,  the  funds  were 
allocated  and  were  made  available  for 
continued  research;  but  that  if  the 
necessary  facilities,  research  workers, 
technicians  and  scientists,  were  not 
available  the  funds  have  not  been  allo¬ 
cated.  So  we  felt  perfectly  justified  in 
recommending  these  increases  in  the 
items. 

Otherwise,  the  bill  is  very  much  the 
same  as  it  was  when  it  was  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  wish  to  say  that  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill],  held  extensive  hearings;  and  in  a 
most  searching  manner  he  proceeded  to 
obtain  information  regarding  every 
item,  whether  in  the  field  of  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  welfare,  or  in  the  field  of 
labor. 

In  my  opinion  the  bill  as  reported  is 
an  excellent  one  in  the  case  of  every  item. 
Most  certainly  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  has  done  a  splendid  job  in  getting 
the  bill  into  such  shape  that  all  Members 
of  the  Senate  are  able  to  understand 
what  it  contains.  I  hope  it  can  be  passed 
without  further  amendment. 


Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  been  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee  handling  the  bill  long¬ 
er  than  any  other  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  He  has  been  a  most  devoted 
member  of  the  subcommittee,  and  for¬ 
merly  he  was  its  distinguished  chair¬ 
man.  Certainly  he  knows  about  all  the 
items  and  provisions  of  the  bill,  and  he 
has  contributed  very  greatly  to  the  work 
of  the  subcommittee  and  to  the  writing 
of  the  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr,  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr,  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee  who  at¬ 
tended  as  many  hearings  as  possible,  I 
wish  especially  to  commend  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr,  Thye],  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  for  the  very  fine  attention 
they  gave  to  the  vast  number  of  subject 
matters  included  in  the  bill.  They  did 
so  day  after  day,  week  after  week,  and 
month  after  month;  in  fact,  their  atten¬ 
tion  to  these  subject  matters  extends 
from  one  year  to  another,  during  every 
month  of  the  year,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
recesses  of  Congress  there  have  been 
times  when  many  of  us  who  serve  on  the 
subcommittee  have  gone  to  various  uni¬ 
versities,  colleges,  and  research  centers, 
and  have  tried  to  acquaint  ourselves  with 
the  work  being  done  in  the  field  of  re¬ 
search.  We  have  done  that  right  at  the 
laboratories,  where  the  scientists  have 
demonstrated  what  they  were  actually 
accomplishing  by  means  of  the  research 
funds  which  had  been  made  available. 
That  interest  on  our  part  has  not  only 
carried  us  into  the  field,  so  as  to  become 
acquainted  with  the  work  being  done  by 
the  scientists,  but  it  has  also  kept  us  in 
close  contact  with  those  who  work  in 
these  fields. 

In  its  report  the  committee  has  stated 
what  has  been  done  to  expand  the  re¬ 
search  facilities,  as  well  as  to  encourage 
the  best  of  our  youth  to  engage  in  such 
research  work. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  that  information.  Mr.  President,  if 
I  may  have  the  floor - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
from  Mississippi  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Let  me  further  say 
that  of  the  many  subjects  on  which  the 
subcommittee,  led  by  those  whose  names 
I  have  mentioned,  has  passed  on,  I  think 
none  is  more  important  than  the  health 
program,  to  which  they  have  given  such 
fine  attention.  In  this  connection,  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  should 
also  be  mentioned,  because  of  her  very 
fine  knowledge  of  the  subject  matter j 
and  her  special  attention  to  it. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  HILL.  I  wish  to  join  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  in  the  richly  deserved 
tribute  which  he  has  paid  to  the  Senator 
from  Maine. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alabama.  He  is  a  Senator  dedi¬ 
cated  to  his  work,  his  State,  and  the  Na¬ 
tion.  He  is  most  dedicated  to  those  con¬ 
structive  activities  that  serve  mankind. 

I  wish  particularly  to  point  out  at  this 
time  the  close  attention  which  the  sub¬ 
committee  gave  to  the  public -health  pro¬ 
gram’s  operations  at  the  State  and 
county  level,  and  which  resulted  in  the 
increase  voted  by  the  subcommittee  in 
that  particular  appropriation. 

Mr.  President,  those  programs  oper¬ 
ate,  not  through  the  public-health  office 
alone  of  each  State,  but  through  the  doc¬ 
tors,  the  nurses,  the  various  patriotic  or¬ 
ganizations,  the  PTA’s,  and  other  groups 
and  citizens  generally. 

If  I  may  take  a  few  minutes,  I  should 
like  to  read  some  of  the  remarkable  ac¬ 
complishments  of  this  particular  service 
in  my  State,  led  by  an  outstanding  doc¬ 
tor,  Felix  J.  Underwood.  I  asked  him  to 
send  me  these  fignres.  I  marvel  so  at 
what  they  show  that  I  want  to  preserve 
them  in  the  Record. 

For  instance,  in  Jasper  County,  Miss., 
in  1940,  there  were  345  recorded  cases  of 
malaria.  In  1955,  there  were  no  cases  of 
malaria. 

In  another  county,  in  1940,  there  were 
150  such  cases.  In  1955,  there  were 
none. 

In  the  same  county,  in  1940,  there 
were  33  cases  of  pellagra.  In  1950,  there 
was  not  a  single  case  of  pellagra. 

In  the  same  county  there  were  254 
cases  of  measles  in  1940,  and  only  2 
cases  in  1955. 

In  another  coimty,  there  were  94  cases 
of  malaria  in  1940,  but  there  were  no 
cases  in  1955. 

In  still  another  county,  there  were  302 
cases  of  malaria  in  1940,  but  not  a  sin¬ 
gle  case  in  1955. 

In  another  county,  there  were  21 
deaths  from  malaria  in  1925,  but  not  a 
single  death  from  such  cause  in  1955. 

In  that  particular  county,  there  were 
24  deaths  from  pellagra  in  1925.  In 
1955,  there  was  not  a  single  death  from 
that  disease. 

The  same  comment  could  be  made 
with  respect  to  many  of  the  other  coun¬ 
ties. 

Those  statistics  illustrate  the  very  fine 
and  effective  work  the  program  has  ac¬ 
complished  over  the  years,  with  a  very 
small  contribution  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  the  expenses  shared  by 
the  State  and  county  governments.  It 
represents  an  excellent  illustration  of 
cooperation  and  contribution  at  the 
three  government  levels,  and  most  ef¬ 
fective  accomplishments  as  a  result. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  happen  to  be  familiar 
with  the  work  Dr.  Underwood  has  done. 
The  Senator  has  spoken  about  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  States.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
did  so,  because  fine  a  doctor  as  Dr.  Un¬ 
derwood  is,  he  certainly  had  the  whole¬ 


hearted  support  and  cooperation  of  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi,  which  was 
necessary.  Unless  Dr.  Underwood  had 
had  the  support  which  he  received  from 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi,  it  would 
not  have  been  possible  for  him  to  do  the 
work  he  did.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  has  been  an  outstanding  leader 
in  carrying  forward  this  program,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  supporting  the  local  county 
health  xmits,  as  well  as  other  great  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  health  of  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama.  I 
am  a  latecomer  in  this  field.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  particularly  what  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  has  said  about  Dr.  Un¬ 
derwood,  who  is  an  outstanding  doctor, 
and  one  of  the  most  consecrated  men  I 
have  ever  known. 

Mr.  MORSE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  “the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  who  has 
graciously  allowed  me  to  take  the  floor 
before  him,  because  I  have  an  engage¬ 
ment  waiting  for  me  to  fill  now. 

I  wish  to  make  a  few  comments  on 
this  very  important  bill.  I  have  had  a 
great  many  people  inquire  as  to  the 
work  of  the  committee.  I  think  the 
committee,  on  balance  and  in  total,  has 
done  a  splendid  job. 

I  had  a  great  deal  of  experience  with 
such  measures  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  when  I  served  there,  and  I 
had  the  great  honor  of  being  the  author 
of  the  national  heart  disease  research 
program  bill.  So  I  am  very  familiar 
with  the  criterion  which  should  be  used 
in  a  judgment  on  this  appropriation  bill. 

I  might  say,  too,  that  no  bill  dealing 
with  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
with  regard  to  a  program  for  health  re¬ 
search,  ought  ever  to  be  discussed  in  the 
Congress  without  mentioning  the  name 
of  one  of  our  colleagues  in  the  House, 
Frank  Keefe,  of  Wisconsin — a  very  con- 
seiwative  man,  a  very  economy-minded 
man,  who  nevertheless  got  his  teeth 
into  the  whole  problem  of  Federal  re¬ 
search  into  serious  diseases  and  other 
medical  problems,  and  carried  his  efforts 
through  to  fruition,  and  initiated,  in  the 
other  body  of  Congress,  appropriations 
which  are  now  standard,  as  reflected  in 
this  appropriation  bill. 

With  respect  to  specific  matters,  I 
should  like  to  commend  the  committee 
very  highly  for  recognizing  one  of  the 
most  important  problems  which  face  our 
institutions  of  higher  learning,  and  for 
allowing,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  allowed  in  the  other  body,  $200,000 
for  the  President’s  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  Beyond  the  High  School.  I  hope 
very  much,  knowing  the  caliber  of  the 
men  concerned,  they  will  stand  fast  by 
that  item  in  conference. 

We  have  1,400,000  boys  and  girls  who 
are  expected  to  graduate  from  high 
school  this  year.  By  1965  the  number 
will  be  in  excess  of  2  million.  By  1970 
it  will  be  about  2,200,000.  Yet  we  find 
that  about  200,000  students  who  are  of 


college  caliber  have  difficulty  in  tidying  to 
attend  college  for  financial  reasons;  and 
about  100,000  in  the  gifted  category,  who 
could  be  leaders  in  sciences  and  profes¬ 
sions,  will  not  be  able  to  attend  college 
because  of  financial  diflaculties. 

Such  a  situation  cries  aloud  for  action 
on  a  loan  bill  for  college  students,  such 
as  I  have  sponsored,  or  a  so-called  col¬ 
lege  bill,  which  has  been  sponsored  by 
others.  Such  action  certainly  demands 
the  greatest  priority,  even  as  an  ele¬ 
ment — and  I  think  this  is  writing  it  down 
considerably,  but  it  still  must  be  said — 
in  the  anti-Communist  struggle.  The 
Soviet  Union  graduates  twice  as  many 
engineers  as  we  do.  It  trains  students 
from  other  comitries — one  of  the  most 
critical  elements  of  foreign  policy  in 
which  we  could  engage — to  the  number 
of  about  250,000,  while  we  train  36,000, 
which  is  a  new  high. 

I  commend  the  committee  for  some 
recognition  of  this  problem  and  for  giv¬ 
ing  consideration  to  the  matter. 

I  think  also  the  committee  has  done 
splendidly  in  giving  attention  to  libraries 
and  hospitals,  particularly  in  rural  areas, 
which  are  necessary  to  bring  the  cultural 
level  of  the  country  even  higher  than 
it  is. 

Moreover,  the  committee  has  done  very 
well  with  respect  to  the  matter  of  the 
organized  trucking  industry  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  minimum-wage 
levels  on  Federal  highway  construction. 

I  should  like  to  address  a  question  to 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  upon 
one  matter,  and  that  relates  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  contained  in  the  bill  for  dental 
research.  I  think  the  committee  is  to 
be  commended  for  its  recognition  of  the 
critical  contribution  to  health  of  dental 
research. 

I  should  like  to  suggest  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  that  some  re¬ 
ply  should  be  given  to  the  dental  soci¬ 
eties,  especially  the  American  Dental 
Society  and  the  Dental  Society  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  which  feel  that  at¬ 
tention  should  have  been  given  to  the 
recommendation  for  an  appropriation  of 
$3,700,000  for  construction  of  a  research 
building  for  a  National  Institution  of 
Dental  Research. 

I  might  say  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  the  reference  made 
to  that  question  is  at  page  854  of  the 
hearings,  relating  to  a  preliminary  ap¬ 
propriation  for  planning  of  the  build¬ 
ing. 

I  hasten  to  add  that  I  am  not  in  any 
way  finding  fault,  but  I  feel  that  when 
such  a  great  body  of  professional  people 
express  an  interest,  some  reply  ought  to 
be  given  to  them. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  that  the  Senator  from  New  York 
raised  this  question.  I  want  him  to  know 
I  feel  just  as  he  does,  that  that  build¬ 
ing  should  be  constructed,  and  should 
be  constructed  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment. 

Let  me  say  also  that  at  the  present 
time  there  is  what  we  might  call  a  freeze 
on  construction,  as  the  Senator  perhaps 
realizes.  The  administration  is  not 
going  forward  with  construction  of  new 
buildings  at  this  time. 
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But  the  committee  has  provided  for 
the  continuation  of  the  availability  of 
some  $200,000,  so  that  there  will  be 
no  delay  so  far  as  preparing  the  plans 
for  this  building  is  concerned.  In  other- 
words,  the  committee  continues  the 
availability  of  $200,000,  appropriated 
last  year,  so  that  the  administration  may 
go  forward  and  make  blueprints  and 
plans  for  the  building  contemplated.  As 
soon  as  the  freeze  is  lifted  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  ready  to  proceed  with 
new  construction,  we  certainly  hope  we 
have  the  funds  provided  in  a  supple¬ 
mental  or  deficiency  bill. 

As  is  the  Senator  from  New  York,  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  most  anxious 
and  eager  to  see  this  construction  under¬ 
way,  to  see  this  building  started,  and 
to  see  it  finished. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  very  much,  arrd  I  wish 
to  commend  him  personally.  I  know 
how  hard  he  has  worked  on  this  mat¬ 
ter,  arrd  what  a  great  contribution  he 
has  made  to  the  cause  of  the  American 
people,  in  this  appropriation  bill  and 
otherwise.  I  would  have  expected  the 
Senator  to  say  what  he  has  said.  I  feel 
the  dental  profession  should  be  tremen¬ 
dously  encouraged  by  the  disposition 
shown  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  thank  him  very  much. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  ? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  with  the  under¬ 
standing  I  do  not  lose  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  much 
appreciate  the  courtesy  of  the  very  able 
Senator  from  Oregon  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to  two  out¬ 
standing  members  of  the  committee,  who 
have  devoted  so  much  time  to  preparing 
and  bringing  before  the  Senate  not  only 
the  fine  report  submitted,  but  an  out¬ 
standing  appropriation  bill,  which  I 
think  deals  fairly  with  health,  education, 
and  welfare. 

I  know  that  the  three  agencies  could 
not  have  had  more  able  Senators  han¬ 
dling  their  appropriations,  or,  what  I  ap¬ 
preciate  most.  Senators  who  handled  the 
matter  with  greater  sympathy.  I  think 
they  have  rendered  an  outstanding  serv¬ 
ice  by  their  work  on  this  bill. 

I  wish  to  mention  one  item  in  which  I 
am  particularly  interested,  namely,  the 
mental  health  program.  If  I  read  the 
report  correctly,  an  additional  amount  of 
$8,777,000  was  recommended  for  that 
program. 

I  have  had  some  experience  in  dealing 
with  mental  health  programs,  and  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  increase  in  the  sum  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  bill.  I  sincerely  hope  the 
House  will  approve  the  increase. 

My  State  has  been  fortunate,  in  that  it 
has  had  the  privilege  of  using  the  Men- 
ninger  Foundation,  not  only  nationally 
known  but  internationally  known,  in 
establishing  its  mental  health  program. 
In  cooperation  with  State  health  agencies 
and  the  medical  profession,  my  State 


adopted  a  mental  health  program  in 
1947. 

I  should  like  to  report  to  the  Senate 
that,  in  1955,  75  percent  of  the  people 
who  were  admitted  to  the  State  hospital 
for  mental  illness  were  released  before 
the  end  of  12  months.  That  is  an  ex¬ 
ample  of  the  experience  we  are  having 
in  our  State.  Mental  illnes  can  be  cured. 
It  can  be  treated  at  home. 

The  expansion  in  the  program  made 
possible  by  the  increase  recommended  in 
the  appropriation  will,  I  think,  mean 
much  not  only  to  the  patients  themselves, 
but  to  their  friends,  their  families,  to  the 
State,  and  to  the  Nation. 

To  the  very  able  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Hill]  and  the  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Thye],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Kansas  wishes  to  say  he  is  deeply  in¬ 
debted  for  the  fine  way  in  which  they 
have  handled  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  will  the 
Senator  yield.? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  wish  to  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Kansas  for  the 
kind  and  generous  words  he  has  spoken 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama. 

I  might  say  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore]  has  been  one  of  the  most  inter¬ 
ested  and  effective  members  of  the  sub-, 
committee.  Particularly  has  he  been 
helpful  in  the  matter  of  the  health  ap¬ 
propriations. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  that  his  State  is  rec¬ 
ognized  as  the  great  pioneer  State  in  the 
matter  of  mental  health.  The  State  of 
Kansas  has  done  many  things  in  that 
field.  It  has  set  an  inspiring  and  chal¬ 
lenging  example  for  the  other  47  States. 
The  great  program  which  the  State  of 
Kansas  is  now  carrying  forward  was  ably 
aided  and  abetted  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  when  he  was  the  governor  of 
Kansas.  The  Senator  from  Kansas, 
while  governor,  had  the  vision  to  see  the 
possibilities  in  the  field  of  mental  health, 
and,  as  governor,  took  the  lead  in 
launching  the  great  programs  which 
have  done  so  much  not  only  for  the  men¬ 
tally  ill  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  but,  by 
setting  this  challenging  example,  have 
done  so  much  for  all  the  States  and  all 
the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  wish  to  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Kansas  for  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  work  of  the  subcommittee. 
I  can  say,  Mr.  Pfi’esident,  that  every  mem¬ 
ber  serving  on  the  subcommittee  has 
been  diligent,  although  we  have  busy 
schedules,  and  oftentimes  there  would  be 
more  than  two  appropriation  subcom¬ 
mittee  meetings  scheduled  for  hearings 
at  the  same  time.  There  were  times 
when  it  was  almost  mandatory  on  some 
of  the  Senators  to  attend  other  appro¬ 
priation  subcommittee  sessions,  or  other 
legislative  committee  sessions,  and 
therefore  it  was  not  possible  for  all  the 
subcommittee  members  to  be  sitting  at 
the  same  hearing. 


However,  on  this  particular  subcom¬ 
mittee  there  serves  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Potter], 
who  was  present  at  a  great  number  of 
the  hearings,  as  well  as  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]. 

I  could  proceed  to  name  every  one  of 
the  subcommittee  members,  each  of 
whom  devoted  an  enormous  amount  of 
personal  time  to  study  of  the  question 
of  appropriations  affecting  health 
matters. 

I  should  like  to  refer  now  to  the  work 
of  the  State  of  Kansas  and  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]  while  he  was  Governor  of  the 
State,  in  the  field  of  mental  health. 

I  was  Governor  of  Minnesota  during 
the  war  years,  when  we  were  oftentimes 
denied  the  full  complement  of  institu¬ 
tional  employees  necessary,  because  they 
were  not  available.  We  could  not  build. 
However,  we  had  an  interim  committee 
which  was  studying  the  needs  for  insti¬ 
tutional  improvements,  including  what 
was  necessary  in  building  expansion,  as 
well  as  program  development. 

Our  State  was  fortunate  to  have  as 
its  next  executive.  Governor  Youngdahl. 
He  made  a  most  outstanding  record  for 
treatment  of  mental  health  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  facilities  for  treatment  of 
mental  health. 

I  know  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  is  familiar 
with  what  was  done  in  Minnesota,  be¬ 
cause  he,  as  Governor  of  Kansas,  was 
working  in  that  field  along  with  Gov¬ 
ernor  Youngdahl,  and  they  both  were 
availing  themselves  of  the  enormous 
amount  of  research  which  the  military 
was  compelled  to  do  in  the  mental- 
health  field,  because  of  the  mental  fa¬ 
tigue  and  mental  breakdowns  which  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  military  services  under  the 
pressures  of  World  War  II. 

So  we  have  advanced  far  by  reason  of 
the  assistance  of  Congress,  and  because 
of  men  like  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  and  Governor  Youngdahl, 
who  were  serving  as  governors  of  their 
respective  States.  They  were  availing 
themselves  of  the  knowledge  which  had 
been  gained  in  the  military  mental 
health  work.  The  people  of  the  Nation 
are  beginning  to  appreciate  the  work  of 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  and  Governor 
Youngdahl,  now  Judge  Youngdahl,  as 
well  as  the  work  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  who 
has  served  as  chairman  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  has  done  such  constructive 
work  in  the  committee  and  in  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  Pre.sident,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  me  another 
minute? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  regret  to  trespass 
on  the  time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
who  has  been  so  genei-ous,  but  I  cannot 
let  this  opportunity  pass  without  stating 
that  I  did  not  intend  to  omit  the  name 
of  any  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee.  I  did  not  start  by  nam¬ 
ing  the  individual  members,  because  I 
could  not  recall  all  the  names.  Every 
member  has  worked  diligently,  and  has 
done  an  outstanding  piece  of  work  in 
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bringing  forth  this  appropriation  bill. 
The  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill] 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye]  have  performed  a  great  service. 

With  regard  to  the  mental  health  work 
in  Kansas,  let  me  say,  in  no  spirit  of 
egotism,  that  in  all  my  public  service  I 
gained  more  satisfaction  from  the  men¬ 
tal  health  program  which  was  started  in 
my  State  in  1947  than  from  any  other 
phase  of  my  activities.  It  was  not  the 
Governor  of  Kansas  who  did  it.  The 
people  of  Kansas  did  it.  At  one  time,  we 
were  ranked  47th  in  the  list  of  States  in 
the  field  of  mental  health.  Today  we 
are  third  among  the  States  of  the  Union, 
and  our  record  is  outstanding  in  obtain¬ 
ing  results.  It  is  a  great  satisfaction  to 
know  that  in  Kansas  v/hen  people  are 
committed  to  a  mental  institution,  75 
percent  of  them  are  returned  home  well 
and  cured  within  a  year.  That  is  the 
record  within  my  State. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  visited  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  when  I  was  gov¬ 
ernor  of  my  State  7  or  8  years  ago.  I 
shall  always  remember  that  the  very 
first  personality  to  whom  I  was  intro¬ 
duced  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  was  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill].  If  my  memory  serves  me 
correctly,  he  was  the  party  whip  at  that 
time. 

I  need  not  tell  his  colleagues,  who 
know  him  possibly  better  than  I  do,  that 
that  friendship  has  grown  over  the  years. 
He  left  an  impression  with  me  on  that 
day  which  will  remain  with  me  always. 

It  has  been  my  pleasure  to  serve  as 
a  member  of  the  subcommittee.  It  is 
one  of  the  most  exhilarating,  satisfying, 
and  proudest  association  I  have  had  in 
my  service  in  the  Senate. 

I  believe  that  Lister  Hill  is  one  of  the 
great  personalities  in  this  body.  He  is 
a  great  humanitarian.  He  loves  his  fel¬ 
low  men.  I  think  he  exemplifies  the 
eternal  commandment  to  love  one’s 
neighbor  as  oneself.  Lister  Hill  der 
serves  a  great  deal  of  credit  for  the  fine 
job  he  has  done  as  a  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  The  people  of  the  Nation  are 
fortunate  to  have  a  man  of  his  caliber 
and  quality  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  and  I  am  proud  to  call  him  my 
friend. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  for  yield¬ 
ing  in  order  that  I,  too,  may  pay  tribute 
to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
which  handled  this  appropriation  bill. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  serve  on 
that  subcommittee  ever  since  I  became  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  I  am  constantly  amazed  at  the 
knowledge  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill]  with  respect  to  all  phases  of 
the  agencies  whose  appropriations  are 
considered  by  the  subcommittee,  partic¬ 
ularly  as  they  relate  to  health  matters. 
He  brings  to  the  subcommittee  not  only 
profound  knowledge,  but  sympathetic 


understanding.  I  assure  Senators  that 
that  spirit  radiates  to  the  other  members 
of  the  committee,  by  reason  of  his  lead¬ 
ership. 

I  again  commend  the  chairman  for  a 
masterful  presentation.  I  know,  from 
the  work  which  has  already  been  done  in 
the  field  of  research  in  the  great  insti¬ 
tutes  of  health,  that  thousands  of  lives 
have  been  saved  as  a  result  of  such  re¬ 
search.  We  should  be  impressed  when 
we  stop  to  realize  the  areas  we  are  about 
to  break  through  in  the  field  of  medical 
research,  and  the  great  potentialities  for 
safeguarding  the  lives  of  the  people  of 
this  country.  Only  a  small  amount  of 
money  is  appropriated  for  these  pm’- 
poses,  as  compared  with  the  amount 
appropriated  for  research  in  the  military 
field,  whether  it  be  in  connection  with 
aircraft,  or  any  other  feature  of  military 
endeavor. 

This  research  program  costs  probably 
less  than  the  research  on  a  bomber. 
Nevertheless,  this  is  a  program  which 
saves  and  preserves  the  lives  of  American 
citizens,  Tather  than  being  used  for  de¬ 
structive  purposes. 

Once  again  I  wish  to  express  my  great 
admiration  for  the  senior  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  for  his  most  kkid  and  generous 
words.  I  repeat  what  I  said  a  few  min¬ 
utes  ago,  that  it  was  teamwork  which 
brought  this  bill  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  POTTER.  The  team  needed  a 
good  captain,  however. 

Mr.  HELL.  No  member  of  the  team 
was  more  faithful  and  devoted  than  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan, 
and  no  one  contributed  more  than  he 
did. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wish  also  to  compliment 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  the  fine  work  he  has  done 
in  the  preparation  of  this  bill  and  bring¬ 
ing  it  before  the  Senate. 

I  note  that  in  some  instances  there 
have  been  increases  over  the  amounts 
allowed  by  the  House.  I  am  particularly 
happy  that  there  were  increases  in  the 
fields  in  which  they  were  made,  dealing 
primarily  with  health  research,  and  the 
effort  to  find  a  cure  for  cancer,  for  vari¬ 
ous  heart  diseases,  allergies,  arthritis, 
metabolic  diseases,  and  various  other  ail¬ 
ments,  also  neurological  studies,  studies 
in  the  field  of  blindness,  and  other  activ¬ 
ities. 

Someday  we  shall  find  the  cure  for 
most  of  these  causes  of  human  suffer¬ 
ing  and  early  death.  It  is  unfortimate 
that  in  many  instances  the  cure  will 
be  foimd  much  too  late  to  benefit  those 
who  are  living  today.  However,  many 
I^ople  will  be  benefited,  and  many  will 
live  better  lives  and  longer  lives  because 
of  the  additional  funds  being  provided 
by  this  bill  to  carry  forward  the  program 
of  health  research.  I  know  of  no  ex¬ 
penditure  which  could  be  made  by  the 


Government  which  would  pay  greater 
dividends  than  the  funds  expended  in 
health  research. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill]  was  one  of  those  who  first  recog¬ 
nized  the  great  need  in  this  field.  He 
has  fought  diligently  in  behalf  of  health 
research.  The  bill  provides  less  money 
than  he  would  like  to  see  available  for 
these  purposes,  but  I  suppose  it  is  as 
much  as  could  be  provided  at  this  time 
to  go  forward  with  the  program. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Alabama  for 
seeing  to  it  that  at  least  the  yems  in 
the  field  of  health  research  did  not  suf¬ 
fer  in  the  pi’ocess  of  reducing  govern¬ 
mental  expenditures. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  further  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  for  his  kind  and  generous 
words.  We  have  made  definite  progress 
in  the  field  of  the  diseases  to  which  the 
Senator  refers,  but  there  is  much  yet  to 
be  done.  Every  2  minutes  during  which 
we  have  been  considering  this  bill,  a 
man,  woman,  or  child  in  this  country 
has  died  from  cancer.  More  people  die 
each  year  from  diseases  of  the  heart  and 
circulatory  system  than  from  all  other 
causes  combined. 

More  than  50  percent  of  the  hospital 
beds  of  the  country  today  are  occupied 
by  people  suffering  from  some  form  of 
mental  illness.  We  have  made  progress, 
but  the  battle  must  continue.  As  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  so  well  said,  we  must  stand  dedi¬ 
cated  to  winning  this  battle  over  crip¬ 
pling  and  killing  diseases. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  further  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  In  line  with  what  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  has  said,  I  would 
be  the  first  to  agree  that  there  are  a 
great  number  of  places  in  the  budget 
where  worthwhile  economies  can  and 
should  be  made.  But  certainly  the 
items  which  have  been  increased  are 
items  which  should  be  Increased.  The 
program  should  be  expanded. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
will  be  successful  in  maintaining  these 
items  when  he  goes  to  conference  with 
Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  join  my  colleagues  who  are 
not  members  of  the  subcommittee  in  ex¬ 
pressing  appreciation  for  the  excellent 
work  which  has  been  done  on  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  before  the  Senate,  not  only 
by  the  members  of  the  subcommittee,  but 
by  its  great  chairman,  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill].  I  doubt  if  any 
other  man  fn  the  past  decade  has  done 
so  much  for  so  many  in  attempting  to 
eradicate  or  eliminate  or  reduce  human 
suffering  from  every  phase  of  American 
life  and  in  establishing  health  facilities 
and  great  research  projects  in  cancer  and 
other  diseases  which  have  afflicted  man¬ 
kind  for  generations,  and  in  bringing 
about  appropriations  commensurate  with 
the  importance  of  such  projects  in  the 
national  picture. 

We  can  feel  that  America  is  a  much 
better  place  because  the  Senator  from 
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Alabama  has  been  able  to  guide,  with 
the  fine  ability  he  has,  the  development 
of  this  great  research  program  in  medi¬ 
cine. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
feel  certain  that  Senator  Hill  knows  my 
particular  interest  in  the  urgent  subject 
we  are  discussing  today.  It  is  a  mar¬ 
velous  tribute  to  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  that  the  funds  have  been  increased 
over  the  budget  estimate  and  over  the 
House  allowances  for  the  various  vital 
aspects  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  such  as  the  National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute,  the  Institute  of  Mental  Health, 
the  National  Heart  Institute,  and  related 
activities. 

I  doubt  if  any  Senator,  no  matter  how 
eloquent  he  might  be,  could  say  anything 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  today  that 
would  add  to  the  encomiums  which  have 
come  so  deservedly  to  the  Senator  from 
Alabama. 

However,  I  should  like  to  presume  on 
the  time  of  the  Senate  to  refer  to  a 
tribute  to  Lister  Hill  that  I  heard  from 
another  man  who  is  far  better  equipped 
than  any  Senator  could  possibly  be  to 
tell  of  the  good  deeds  and  the  marvelous 
work  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama  in 
this  very  critical  realm. 

Perhaps  because  of  my  interest  in  the 
field  of  medical  research,  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  recently  to  become  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with  Dr.  Sidney  Farber,  the 
great  professor  of  pathology  at  the  Har¬ 
vard  Medical  School  and  head  of  the 
Children’s  Hospital  for  Cancer  and  Re¬ 
lated  Diseases  in  Boston.  Dr.  Farber  has 
the  heartbreaking  and  challenging  task 
of  having  responsibility  over  300  children 
who  are  aflQlicted  with  cancer  and  with 
various  forms  of  cancer,  such  as  leu¬ 
kemia.  I  doubt  if  any  human  being  could 
have  such  a  responsibility  without  being 
deeply  moved  and  emotionally  touched. 
Sidney  Farber  is  a  person  of  warm  hu¬ 
manitarian  impulses.  Dr.  Farber  said  to 
me:  “Senator,  I  could  not  carry  on  the 
task  each  day  of  being  with  hundreds  of 
children  who  are  doomed  to  die  of  cancer 
unless  I  felt  that  somehow,  somewhere, 
we  would  make  a  discovery,  a  break¬ 
through  which  would  spare  children  in 
the  future  of  this  dreadful  fate.” 

Then  Dr.  Farber  went  on  to  say — and 
I  am  trying  to  paraphrase  his  words  as 
accurately  as  I  can  from  remembering  an 
experience  which  was  so  vivid  to  me — 
“Senator,  when  that  time  comes,  and 
when  that  marvelous  event  occurs,  there 
is  one  man,  not  in  the  field  of  science  or 
medicine,  who  will  deserve  credit  along 
with  those  in  the  field  of  medicine  and 
related  sciences,  and  that  man  is  your 
colleague  in  the  United  States  Senate, 
Lister  Hill.” 

I  doubt  that  anyone  could  go  through 
either  dictionaries  or  various  thesauri  of 
the  English  language  and  express  a 
greater  tribute  to  a  person  than  what  was 
said  about  Senator  Hill  by  this  man  who 
is  trying  to  keep  alive  little  children  who 
suffer  from  leukemia  or  other  forms  of 
cancer. 

A  few  weeks  ago  Mrs.  Neuberger  and  I 
visited  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
because  I  felt  that  we  should  see  for  our¬ 
selves  this  phase  of  our  Government 
about  which  we  have  been  talking  in  the 


Senate.  We  spent  the  better  part  of  a 
day  in  the  companionship  of  the  doctors 
who  are  studying  at  the  clinical  center 
the  cases  which  might  lead  to  further 
discoveries  in  the  field  of  malignancies, 
heart  disorders,  arthritis,  mental  di¬ 
seases,  and  other  ailments  that  plague 
the  human  race.  We  saw  for  ourselves 
the  dedicated  service  of  the  doctors, 
nurses,  and  technicians  at  this  core  and 
heart  of  the  Government’s  medical-re¬ 
search  program. 

I  would  presume  too  much  on  the  time 
of  the  Senate  if  I  were  to  relate  all  the 
favorable  things  that  I  heard  said  about 
the  pioneering  work  of  Senator  Lister 
Hill  in  this  field.  I  can  say,  however, 
that  few  men  in  their  time  leave  behind 
them  enduring  monuments,  but  the  pro¬ 
longing  of  human  life  and  the  relieving 
of  human  suffering  will  be  the  most  en¬ 
during  monument  that  any  Senator 
could  possibly  leave.  Such  an  edifice 
will  be  the  work  done  in  the  field  of 
health  research  and  the  required  appro¬ 
priations  for  undertaking  that  work  by 
our  colleague,  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  very  humble  and  deep  ap¬ 
preciation  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
for  his  generous  words. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  merely  wish  to 
add  that  every  word  was  meant  from  the 
heart.  I  cannot  emphasize  that  too 
strongly. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  an  excerpt  from 
the  newsletter  of  June  11,  1956,  written 
by  my  wife  Maurine  and  myself,  which 
indicates  our  appreciation  and  thank¬ 
fulness  over  the  increases  in  support  for 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  last 
year.  The  same  sentiments  prevail 
now  as  were  expressed  in  this  news¬ 
letter  of  ours  entitled  “On  the  Frontier 
of  Life  and  Death.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  newsletter  was  ordered,  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Washington  Calling 

(By  Richard  and  Maurine  Neuberger) 

ON  THE  PEONTIER  OF  LIFE  AND  DEATH 

Readers  of  our  newsletter  will  remember 
the  speeches  we  made  in  the  1954  campaign, 
urging  an  increase  In  Federal  funds  for  med¬ 
ical  research,  particularly  toward  trying  to 
find  the  cause  and  cure  of  that  grim  killer, 
cancer.  Some  editorials  were  hostile.  Oth¬ 
ers  claimed  we  were  extravagant,  forgetting 
that  40  million  people  among  our  present 
population  are  doomed  to  be  afflicted  by' 
cancer. 

Anyhow,  we  have  pounded  away  ever  since 
arriving  in  the  Senate.  I  became  a  cospon¬ 
sor  of  Senator  Margaret  Chase  Smith’s  bill 
for  greatly  expanded  appropriations  in  the  I 
realm  of  medicine  and  medical  education.  I 
After  all,  a  Nation  which  spends  billions  for  | 
armament  and  for  liquor  and  tobacco,  should  j 
not  be  parsimonious  when  methods  for  pro-  | 
longing  human  life  may  be  lurking  just  be-  | 
yond  the  research  scientist’s  microscope  or 
test  tube. 

Our  efforts  have  helped,  perhaps,  to  bring 
results.  Where  the  most  troublesome  of 
all  maladies  exist,  appropriations  for  fiscal 
1957  have  practically  been  doubled  over  the  S 
present  fiscal  year.  Compare  the  figures,  as 
just  reported  by  Senator  Lister  Hill’s  com¬ 
mittee; 


1956 

1957 

National  Cancer  Institute _ 

$24, 978, 000 

5, 929, 000 
18, 001,000 
18,  898, 000 
2, 176, 000 

$48,  432,  OOO 

11,922.000 

National  Institute  of  Health, 
operating  budget.  _ 

Mental  health  functions... _ 

National  Heart  Institute _ 

35, 197,  000 
33,  396,  000 
6, 026,  000 

Dental  health  functions. _ 

In  our  opinion,  these  are  virtually  the 
most  important  Government  appropriations 
of  all.  Can  a  warship,  a  dam,  a  highway, 
compare  even  remotely  with  some  miracu¬ 
lous  discovery  which  might  lead  to  the  solv¬ 
ing  of  the  terrible  riddle  of  malignancy? 
Oregon  residents  will  be  proud  to  know  that 
Senator  Wayne  Morse  made  a  powerful 
speech  against  fiscal  stinginess  where  funds 
involving  human  life  are  concerned. 

I  still  believe  these  present  sums,  sub¬ 
stantial  though  they  are  in  contrast  with 
earlier  years,  are  not  enough.  The  atom 
was  never  cracked  until  President  Frank¬ 
lin  D.  Roosevelt  set  aside  $2  billion  for  a 
crash  program  to  do  the  job.  Under  this 
impetus,  a  generation  of  research  and  dis¬ 
covery  was  crammed  into  a  few  years.  Why 
not  the  same  sense  of  urgency  in  launching 
an  all-out  attack  by  science  and  knowledge 
against  cancer,  heart  disease,  and  mental  ill¬ 
ness? 

All  of  you  have  read  how  this  administra¬ 
tion  is  supposed  to  emphasize  human  values. 
Yet  budget  requests  by  the  administration 
in  these  vital  areas  of  cancer,  mental  health, 
heart,  and  dentistry  totaled  only  61  percent 
as  much  as  the  funds  authorized  by  the 
Senate.  Actions  speak  louder  than  words. 

Mr.  EAS'TLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  endorse  everything  which  has 
been  said  on  the  fioor  about  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill].  I  do  not  believe  there  has  ever 
been  a  Member  of  the  United  States 
Senate  who  has  had  a  more  distin¬ 
guished  career  in  this  body  than  has 
Senator  Hill.  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
a  Member  of  this  body  who  has  more 
personal  friends  among  his  colleagues 
than  has  Senator  Hill. 

I  think  history  will  record  that  dur¬ 
ing  its  long  history  there  has  never  been 
a  Member  of  the  Senate  who  has  more 
constructive  legislation  bearing  his 
name  than  has  Senator  Hill.  The 
country  is  better  off  because  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  service  which  he  has  ren¬ 
dered.  I  wish  him  many  more  years  of 
constructive  service  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  express 
my  heartfelt  appreciation  and  thanks 
to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  for  his 
very  generous  remarks. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  think  he  deserves  them. 


appropria’tions  for  the  DIS- 

TRICT  op  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  impRSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  re5^  briefly  to  a  matter  to  which 
I  referred  earlier  this  morning  when  I 
said  that  at  a.flater  time  today  I  would 
discuss  a  misun^rstanding  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  developed  na  the  debate  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  ^(esterday.  Not  that 
it  concerns  me  paraoulary,  because  I 
know  the  Senator  froKi  Rhode  Island 
very  well,  and  I  know  olfvthe  kindness 
of  his  heart  and  the  abseime  of  any  in¬ 
tention  on  his  part  of  anYS^esire  to 
make  any  criticism  of  the  wonk  of  any 
committee, 
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lowever,  because  of  the  unfortunate 
ref^ence  in  the'"  press  this  morning  to 
a  part  of  the  debate,  I  believe  in  fair¬ 
ness  wt  all  concerned,  there  should  be 
clarific^on  of  an  exchange  which  oc¬ 
curred  oi^^the  Senate  floor  yesterday  in 
regard  toV  document  relating  to  the 
problems  of^ungry  children  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  which  was  printed  as 
Senate  Docum^t  No.  43,  by  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Sen^e.  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  aird  I  were  engaged  in 
debate.  We  were  ^cussing  the  position 
take  nby  the  DistricKof  Columbia  Com- 
mfttee  with  regard  to.  the  need  for  89 
additional  schoolteach^ 

The  Senator  from  Rhdde  Island  said: 

Mr.  Pastore.  Did  the  Conmaittee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia  hold  a  hiring  on  that 
item? 

Mr.  Morse.  We  had  a  long  heading  on  the 
educational  system  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Mr.  Pasture.  Am  I  to  understand  tftat  the 
District  of  Columbia  Committee  held  a\ear- 
ing  on  this  particular  item  while  the  >6p- 
propriations  Committee  was  also  consi^ 
ering  it? 

Mr.  Morse.  Not  in  the  case  of  the  89' 
teachers. 

Mr.  Pasture.  Of  course  not. 

Mr.  Morse.  But  we  made  a  survey  of  the 
entire  matter. 

Mr.  Pastore.  But  the  whole  survey  is  a 
platitude  and  a  generalization. 

Mr.  Morse.  Mr.  President,  why  does  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  say  the  whole 
survey  is  a  platitude  and  a  generalization? 
The  survey  is  based  upon  detailed  evidence 
on  issue  after  issue,  as  the  evidence  was  pre¬ 
sented  before  the  committee. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  Senator  and 
I  were  talking  about  two  different  things. 
He  was  talking  with  regard  to  one  item, 
the  89  teachers,  and  I  was  talking  about 
the  report  of  the  committee,  in  which 
reference  was  made  to  a  good  many  is¬ 
sues.  Certain  references  in  the  press 
this  morning  allege  that  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  was 
interpreted  as  criticizing  the  report  of 
the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  which  certainly  was  not  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land.  I  am  sure  he  will  understand  why 
I  make  this  statement  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  Some  ardent  supporters  o^ 
the  District  of  Columbia  Committe 
within  the  District  of  Columbia  l^we 
called  this  morning  about  thi^  mauer. 
I  do  not  want  from  what  appears ^  the 
Record  any  unjust  inference  to  ^ 'drawn 
about  the  Senator  from  Rho^  Island, 
the  committee  or  anyone  els^ 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  thaniyihe  Senator 
from  Oregon.  Let  me  that  if  in 
any  way  I  have  caused/any  distress  to 
my  distinguished  ai^  very  intimate 
friend  from  Gregory  I  regret  it  very 
much.  On  the  othyhand,  if  it  is  a  mis¬ 
understanding,  I  Am  very  quick  to  try 
to  clarify  the  irytter.  Naturally,  in  the 
heat  of  debaty  there  occur  retorts  and 
refutations  ^d  rebuttals  and  other 
statements,^nd  sometimes  on  the  spur 
of  the  moment  a  general  statement  is 
made  th^  may  lead  to  some  misunder- 
■  standir 

Ceofeinly  that  was  not  the  intent  of 
the^unior  Senator  from  Rhode  Island, 
VIji  were  talking  at  the  time,  as  I  recall, 
out  the  89  schoolteachers.  I  was  try¬ 
ing  to  pinpoint  that  as  a  specific  matter. 


When  I  said,  “platitude  and  generaliza¬ 
tion,”  I  had  reference  to  the  whole 
panorama  of  the  survey  with  reference 
to  the  school  problem  and  the  social 
problem.  I  meant  to  say,  I  hope  I  did 
say,  and  I  am  sorry  that  anyone  should 
have  misunderstood  what  I  did  say,  that 
so  far  as  the  89  teachers  were  conceimed, 
that  matter  had  not  been  discussed  in 
the  survey;  that  the  survey,  of  its  very 
nature,  had  to  be  a  general,  overall  study 
of  the  educational  and  the  social  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  community. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  com¬ 
pletely  correct. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  If  there  has  been  any 
misunderstanding,  I  hope  my  remarks 
this  morning  have  clarified  the  situation.^ 

I  repeat :  If  I  have  caused  any  embar-  i 
rassment  or  distress  to  my  friend,  the  • 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon,  I  am 
very  sorry  for  it,  and  I  hope  what  I  have 
said  will  clarify  the  matter. 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  has  not  caused  any 
embarrassment  or  distress  to  me.  As  the 
Senator  knows,  that  is  pretty  hard  to  do. 


I  want  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
to  know  that  if,  in  our  debate  yesterday 
anything  I  said  could  possibly  be  ^er- 
preted  as  a  reflection  upon  him,  tluu  was 
not  my  intent,  because  he  kno^,  as  I 
think  it  is  very  proper  for  me  tq/say,  that 
our  friendship  is  one  which/l  consider 
to  be  one  of  the  most  intiirfateT  have. 
No  criticism  of  the  Senato/  from  Rhode 
Island  was  intended  by  imy  of  our  ex¬ 
changes  yesterday.  j 
Mr.  PASTORE.  If yl  loved  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  befeffe  the  debate  took 
place,  then  I  love  mm  even  more  after¬ 
ward.  / 

Mr.  MORSEy  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 


ations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
But  in  fairness  to  the  Senator  from  /  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 


.  Rhode  Island  I  think  it  should  also  b^ 
pointed  out  that  when  the  surveys  wej'e 
p^sented  to  the  Subcommittee  on yuie 
Di^rict  of  Columbia,  the  Senatoryfrom 
Rh(^  Island,  I  felt,  went  out  of  h6  way 
to  b^very  helpful  and  very /compli¬ 
mentary  of  the  work  which  th^'Commit- 
tee  on  the  District  of  Cohunbia  was 
doing.  \  /  , 

I  told  th^enator  theryand  I  tell  him 
now,  that  I  ^preciate  that  very  much. 
I  say  for  the^EcoRDytoday  that  I  am 
satisfied — in  fa^  I  Am  willing  to  predict 
today — that  witmr^pect  to  the  recom¬ 
mendations  on  whKm  we  shall  seek  action 
by  way  of  legisiylv^hange  in  the  years 
immediately  anead,  \  recommendations 
which  are  ^vered  bX  this  particular 
survey,  and/which  go  t\  the  matter  of 
human  w^are,  the  Senamr  from  Rhode 
Island  wfll  be  on  our  sid\more  often 
than  will  be  against  us. 

MyTASTORE.  I  remembeJwery  well 
the yncident  to  which  the  Senat^has  re¬ 
ferred.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  a»pear- 
ice  of  the  distinguished  Senator^rom 
^Oregon  before  our  committee  wasyery 
helpful.  I  say  as  sincerely  and  hone^ly 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR  AND 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  appropriations,  1958 
The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  appropri- 


ing  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
earlier  in  the  day,  when  I  was  discussing 
the  remarkable  work  done  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  in  the  field  of  appro¬ 
priations  for  health  research,  I  neglected 
to  mention  a  matter  which  I  believe 
should  be  stated  today  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  After  all,  I  am  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  none  of  these  great  gains  could 
have  been  made,  had  it  not  been  for  the 
complete  cooperation  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  chairman  of  the  full 
Appropriations  Committee.  I  certainly 
believe  his  name  should  be  mentioned 
here,  in  connection  with  the  great  strides 
which  have  been  made  in  the  making 
available  of  funds  for  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health,  in  particular,  under  the 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  who  is  always  magnanimous, 
will  have  no  objection  to  my  making  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  complete  cooperation  he 
has  received  in  this  respect  from  the 
senior  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hay- 


as  I  can  say  it  that  if  there  was  only  oi^  ^  >  the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
motivation  which  the  distinguishe(^  Committee. 

Senator  from  Oregon  had  in  presenting  T  Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 


his  report  to  our  committee,  it  was  the 
bigness  of  his  heart.  I  said  then,  and  I 
now  repeat,  that  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
spect  and  admiration  for  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon.  He  in¬ 
cluded  in  his  report  many  things — and 
many  of  the  statements  he  made  before 
our  subcommittee  to  relate  to  things — 
which  are  very  close  to  my  interest  and 
of  great  concern  to  me.  I  hope  the  day 
will  come  in  this  community  when  seri¬ 
ous  attention  and  thought  will  be  given 
and  action  will  be  taken  with  respect  to 
the  report  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  appreciate  that  state¬ 
ment.  The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
is  quite  con’ect  in  saying  that  in  the 
heat  of  debate,  when  we  as  lawyers  are 
pressing  as  hard  as  we  can  the  points 
we  are  urging,  sometimes  others  mis¬ 
understand  the  motivation  of  our 
language. 


Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
MADGE  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Alabama? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  not  only 
have  I  no  objection,  but  I  am  gratified 
and  very  happy  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  paid  this  tribute  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  ,  because 
certainly  the  Senator  from  Arizona  rich¬ 
ly  deserves  every  word  that  has  been  said 
of  him  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
feel  certain  that  we  would  not  have  had 
the  salutary  results  in  medical-research 
funds  which  have  been  achieved  through 
the  direct  guidance  of  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  if  it  had  not  been 
for  the  excellent  work  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  entirely  correct. 
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Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  call  attention  to  the  item  of  $5 
million  for  grants  for  library  services. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is 
aware  of  the  fact  that  Congress  author¬ 
ized  an  annual  appropriation  of  $7,500,- 
000,  I  believe,  for  a  period  of  5  years. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Last  year,  there  was  an 
appropriation  of  $2,050,000.  Of  course, 
the  item  in  this  bill  is  more  than  twice 
that  large;  namely,  $5  million. 

My  State  is  one  of  those  which  has 
taken  advantage  of  this  program.  By 
means  of  these  contributions,  bookmo¬ 
biles  have  been  placed  in  service  in  the 
counties  of  Kentucky.  Kentucky  has 
joined  with  private  organizations  in  pro¬ 
viding  all  the  matching  funds  reauired 
in  order  to  make  the  program  wholly 
effective;  and  in  a  period  of  3  years  the 
circulation  of  books  through  this  serv¬ 
ice  in  my  State  has  increased  from 
zero — except  for  the  circulation  of  books 
through  agencies  already  in  existence — 
to  2  million  books  in  1953-54,  and  to  5 
million  books  in  the  next  year,  and  to  6 
million  books  last  year. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  whether,  from  his  study  of  the  pro-  ' 
gram  and  the  bill,  he  can  say  that  the 
$5  million  appropriation  will  permit 
States  such  as  mine,  which  have  taken 
advantage  of  the  program,  to  complete 
their  programs;  and  will  the  Federal 
Government  be  able  to  match  the  fimds 
provided  by  the  States? 

Mr.  HILL.  Let  me  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky — and  I  know  of  his  great 
interest  in  this  matter — that  I  cannot 
say  it  will  permit  his  State  to  complete 
its  program.  But  I  can  say  that  the  $5 
million  provided  in  the  bill  will  permit 
the  State  of  Kentucky  to  make  very  defi¬ 
nite  progress  with  its  program.  As  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  knows,  the  $5 
million  item  in  the  bill  is  $2  million  above 
the  budget  estimate,  which  was  for  only 
$3  million. 

As  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  also 
knows,  the  program  is  a  new  one.  The 
authorization  legislation  was  enacted 
only  at  the  last  session  of  Con¬ 
gress;  and  in  one  of  the  very  last  de¬ 
ficiency  appropriation  bills  at  the  last 
session,  we  included  an  appropriation  of  ^ 
$2,050,000  for  the  program. 

The  pending  bill  carries  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $5  million,  which  is  $2  million 
above  the  budget  estimate  of  $3  million, 
which  means  that  certainly  very  definite 
progress  can  be  made  by  Kentucky,  Ala¬ 
bama,  and  other  States. 

Furthermore,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  language  which  will 
permit  all  the  $5  million  to  be  used.  In 
other  words,  we  have  followed  a  prece¬ 
dent  which  we  have  followed  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  other  funds,  when  there  is  a  co¬ 
operative  program  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  States  or  the  local 
communities,  namely,  inasmuch  as  some 
States  will  not  be  able  to  go  forward  with 
their  programs,  since  perhaps  their  leg¬ 
islatures  have  not  met,  or  have  not 
passed  the  necessary  enabling  legisla¬ 
tion,  we  provide  that  when  the  funds  are 
not  used  by  some  States,  such  unused 
funds  can  be  allocated  to  the  States 
which  are  ready  to  go  forward,  and  are 
forward,  with  their  programs. 


So,  I  think  we  can  say  that  by  means 
of  the  increase  of  $2  million  over  the 
budget 'estimate,  the  State  of  Kentucky 
and  the  other  States  which  are  ready  to 
go  forward  can  make  very  definite  prog¬ 
ress  with  their  programs. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr;  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  Senator’s  statement,  and  I 
know  he  joins  me  in  the  belief  that  this 
library  program  offers  an  opportunity  to 
bring  books  to  thousands  and  even  mil¬ 
lions  of  people  who  live  in  remote  areas 
and  do  not  have  an  opportunity  to  share 
in  the  service  of  the  city  libraries. 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes;  as  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  says,  today  there  are  millions 
of  persons  who  have  no  library  service 
at  all,  and  many  more  millions  who  have 
wholly  inadequate  library  service. 

I  know  how  interested  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  is  in  this  matter.  He 
made  to  our  committee  a  strong  state¬ 
ment  in  behalf  of  this  appropriation 
item. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  there  is  really 
nothing  I  could  add  to  the  well-deserved 
tribute  which  has  been  paid  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  for  his  support  of 
many  humanitarian,  humane  measures 
in  many  fields  of  legislation.  Not  only 
has  he  given  them  his  support,  but,  as 
has  been  stated,  he  has  initiated  great 
programs  which  well  serve  the  country. 

I  know  something  of  the  high  regard 
in  which  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is 
held  in  my  own  State,  where  he  has  vis¬ 
ited  and  has  spoken.  I  know  that  the 
people  of  Kentucky  have  said  that  he  is 
a  humanitarian  and  that  he  has  humane 
ideals;  but,  better  still,  he  has  carried 
his  ideals  into  practical  effect. 

So  I  join  with  the  other  Senators  who 
have  paid  their  tribute  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky,  and  I  express 
to  him  my  deep  appreciation  for  his  kind 
and  generous  words. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill!.  I,  too,  wish 
to  join  in  the  very  fine  and  well-deserved 
ti’ibute  which  has  been  paid  to  him. 

Previously,  I  talked  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  about  a  problem  concern¬ 
ing  my  State;  it  involves  the  Indian 
colony  at  Elko,  Nev.  The  committee 
was  asked  to  include  in  the  bill  an  item 
of  $40,000,  for  the  purpose  of  building 
sewer  and  water  facilities,  as  an  emer¬ 
gency  health  matter,  within  the  city 
limits  of  Elko,  Nev. 

In  the  committee,  I  pointed  out  that 
there  is  precedent  for  making  this  par¬ 
ticular  approach,  because  exactly  the 
same  thing  was  done  in  the  case  of  the 
needed  sanitary  facilities  in  other  Ne¬ 
vada  towns. 

After  complete  control  of  the  con¬ 
struction  of  sanitary  facilities  was  given 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the 
duties  of  the  Department  in  that  regard, 
in  the  case  of  sanitation  and  health 
matters,  were  transferred  to  the  Health 
Service,  in  1955. 

In  the  committee  I  asked  why,  with 
that  precedent  in  mind,  these  steps 
could  not  be  taken,  insofar  as  the  Pub¬ 


lic  Health  Service  anc^the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  are 
concerned  with  this  particular  situa¬ 
tion. 

I  have  been  advised  by  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  that  this  item  was 
not  allowed.  I  wonder  whether  he  will 
give  us  an  explanation  of  the  reason 
therefor. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  have  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada  ask  the  question. 

He  appeared  before  our  subcommittee, 
and  he  made  an  excellent  and  most  jfftr- 
suasive  statement. 

The  difficulty  in  this  case  is  that  there 
is  no  authorization  for  this  appropria¬ 
tion  item,  although  there  is  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  before 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  a  bill  which  would  authorize 
the  appropriation  to  which  the  Senator 
has  referred. 

From  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Nevada,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is 
an  appropriation  which  should  be  made, 
and  that  this  work  should  be  done.  I 
hope  the  Senator  may  be  able  to  get  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  authorization  bill,  and  that 
we  may  take  the  matter  up  at  a  little 
later  date,  in  a  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ation  bill.  As  the  Senator  knows,  un¬ 
der  the  rules  of  the  Senate  it  is  not  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  authorization  of  an  ap¬ 
propriation  to  pass  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  be  signed  by  the  President. 
If  the  bill  can  be  reported  by  a  Senate 
committee  and  passed  by  the  Senate,  it 
is  completely  in  order  to  put  the  appro¬ 
priation  in  an  appropriation  bill. 

Certainly,  the  Senator  made  a  very 
strong  case  before  our  committee.  I 
hope  the  authorization  may  be  provided, 
so  we  can  go  forward  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  I  very  much  appreciate 
the  cooperation,  the  friendly  attitude, 
and  the  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Alabama. 

I  may  point  out  that  there  was  an  area 
of  doubt  as  to  the  necessary  authority 
in  this  particular  matter.  It  was  my 
hope,  since  it  had  been  accomplished  be¬ 
fore,  when  the  Interior  Department  had 
exactly  the  same  functions,  that  the  pur¬ 
poses  could  be  accomplished  under  a 
transfer. 

I  may  say  further  that  there  is  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  House  a  specific  author¬ 
ization  bill,  in  order  to  clear  up  the  area 
of  doubt.  It  has  passed  a  subcommittee 
of  the  House.  It  is  before  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  on  this  very  day. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  for  his  assurance  that, 
as  this  bill  moves  along  its  legislative 
path,  we  shall  have  the  opportunity  of 
having  the  matter  considered  again 
when  a  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
comes  before  the  Senate.  I  cannot 
stress  too  strongly  the  critical  health 
problem  involved  and  the  need  for  at¬ 
tention  to  it, 

Mr.  HILL.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  he  will  have  my  full  co¬ 
operation  in  getting  consideration  of  this 
matter. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  I  certainly  appreciate 
that  statement.. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  If  I  may  have  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  I  wish  to  say  first  that  noth¬ 
ing  has  been  said  by  way  of  commenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye], 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  and  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  with  which 
I  do  not  completely  wish  to  associate  my¬ 
self. 

I  should  like  to  add,  Mr.  President, 
that  in  the  day-by-day  grind  of  our 
work  in  the  Senate — and  that  accurately 
describes  it,  because  I  believe  I  can  be 
a  witness  to  the  fact  that  probably  few 
people  realize  the  strenuous  nature  of 
service  in  the  Senate  and  the  amount  of 
effort  individual  Senators  put  into  it — 
I  think  sometimes  we  are  not  always,  as 
Senators,  fully  appreciative  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  other  Senators  render  to  each  one  of 
us  and  render  to  the  people  of  the  States 
we  represent.  I  do  not  know  of  a  case  in 
which  such  a  comment  is  more  apropos 
than  in  connection  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden].  I  believe  no  Member  of 
this  body  will  dissent  from  the  point  of 
view  I  now  express,  that  each  of  the 
other  94  Senators  is  greatly  indebted  to 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  for  the  many 
services  he  renders.  On  behalf  of  the 
people  of  my  State  I  wish  to  express 
these  words  of  appreciation  today. 

We  are  dealing  here  with  a  bill  which 
embraces  appropriation  provisions  with 
respect  to  health.  I  share  in  all  the  trib¬ 
utes  and  commendations  which  have 
been  uttered  with  respect  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye],  but  in 
my  judgment,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no 
man  in  the  Senate  who  could  more  ap¬ 
propriately  be  called  the  major  sponsor 
of  humanitarian  legislation  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  field,  as  it  relates  to  the  health 
of  American  citizens,  than  the  senior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]. 

I  like  to  think  of  Lister  Hill  as  a  dis¬ 
ciple  of  Carl  Hayden  in  this  field.  If 
we  wish  to  use  another  figure  of  speech, 
he  is  a  very  able  pupil  of  a  wonderful 
legislative  teacher,  Carl  Hayden.  I  like 
to  think  of  these  health  bills  as  monu¬ 
ments  which  will  constitute  for  decades 
living  tributes  to  Carl  Hayden’s  wonder¬ 
ful  legislative  work. 

Certainly  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill]  and  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Thye]  deserve  the  high 
tributes  of  the  Senate  for  the  great 
work  they  have  done  in  the  same  field. 
Year  after  year  Lister  Hill  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  with  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  appropriation  report.  It  is  inter¬ 
esting  that  seldom,  as  we  say  in  Senate 
cloakroom  language  at  least,  is  there  a 
“hassle”  over  a  Lister  Hill  report,  be¬ 
cause  he  always  has  his  reports  in  the 
excellent  shape  in  which  this  report  to¬ 
day  is  drawn.  As  one  Senator  I  wish 
to  thank  along  with  him,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  and  the 
other  members  of  the  subcommittee,  for 
the  fine  work  they -do  on  this  subject 
matter, 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  that  any  questions  which  I  raise 


about  this  report  are  not  based  upon  any 
criticism  at  all,  but  are  merely  seeking 
information,  and  are  designed  to  make 
legislative  history.  They  are  only  pro¬ 
pounded  in  an  effort  to  pave  the  way 
for  a  future  program  which  may  really 
strengthen  the  hand  of  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  next  year  and  the  year  after, 
as  he  brings  other  appropriation  re¬ 
quests  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  wish  to  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  the  very  kind  words  he  has 
spoken  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama.  I 
particularly  wish  to  express  my  appre¬ 
ciation  for  what  he  has  said  about  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden]. 

When  I  first  became  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  as  a  very 
young  man,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arizona  was  a  Member  there.  He 
was  there  rendering  fine  service,  just 
as  we  see  him  here  day  by  day  contribut¬ 
ing  to  what  the  Senate  does.  He  is  a 
man  whose  name  is  seldom  seen  in  the 
headlines.  In  fact,  we  seldom  see  his 
name  in  the  newspaper.  He  is  too  busy 
with  his  work  here  for  that.  Day  after 
day  he  is  faithfully  carrying  the  tremn- 
dous  burden  that  falls  to  the  lot  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  He  is  always  at  his 
place  working,  laboring  and  fighting  for 
the  welfare  of  the  people. 

There  is  really  no  way  for  us  to  ex¬ 
press  the  appreciation  which  is  due  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  for  all  the  work 
he  does  and  the  contribution  he  makes 
to  the  labors  of  the  Senate. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  paid  Jiis  tribute  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  ^MORSE.  I  think  what  I  have 
said  about  the  Senator  from  Arizona  is 
a  gross  understatement.  I  hope  in  pri¬ 
vate  conversation  with  him  some  of 
these  days  to  express  myself  even  more 
intimately  and  affectionately  than  I 
think  perhaps  would  be  appropriate  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  that  I  have  been  very 
glad  to  discover,  as  I  have  studied  the 
report,  that  the  Senator,  as  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  his  colleagues  on 
the  subcommittee,  have  not  been  caught 
up  in  what  I  would  call  a  sort  of  whirl¬ 
wind  gust  of  economy  at  the  expense  of 
human  needs.  Certainly  we  should  save 
the  taxpayers  money  when  it  can  be 
saved,  but,  in  my  judgment,  we  are  not 
making  any  true  saving  when  we  seek 
to  reduce  needed  appropriations  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  health  of  the  people. 

I  am  glad  to  read  this  report  and  the 
figures  contained  in  it,  and  to  take  note 
of  the  fact  that  no  meat  ax  was  used. 
On  the  contrary,  the  committee  held  its 
ground  in  almost  every  instance  by  pro¬ 
viding  at  least  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate.  I  think  I  would  have  favored 
some  recommendations  over  and  above 
the  budget  requests  in  certain  instances, 
as  I  shall  point  out  in  a  moment,  but  I 
have  gone  through  the  report,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  be  able  to  say  to  my  constitu¬ 
ents  that  I  do  not  think  the  Hill  sub¬ 
committee  engaged  in  any  false  economy 
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in  this  report.  By  false  economy  I  mean 
the  cutting  of  budget  estimates  in  any 
way  which  could  not  be  justified  on  the 
basis  of  the  evidence  before  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

For  example,  I  notice  on  page  14  of 
the  report,  in  connection  with  funds  for 
the  study  of  venereal  disease  problems, 
that  the  committee  held  fast  to  the 
budget  request;  likewise  with  regard  to 
funds  for  tuberculosis.  There  was  a 
slight  reduction  in  the  item  for  com¬ 
municable  diseases — not  much,  but 
some.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  can  tell  us  why  the  committee 
decided  that  it  should  not  recommend 
the  full  amount  in  that  instance. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  House  allowed  $6,- 
200,000.  We  increased  the  amount  to 
$6,250,000,  which  is  only  $10,000  below 
the  budget  estimate.  In  other  words, 
with  an  estimate  of  $6,260,000  we  are 
$10,000  below  the  estimate.  The  fact  is 
that  the  Department  did  not  ask  for  the 
restoration  of  the  additional  $60,000,  but 
we  put  the  amount  back  to  $6,250,000. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
made  the  latter  point.  This  is  a  case  in 
which  the  Department  did  not  ask  for 
the  restoration.  The  responsibility, 
therefore,  in  part  at  least,  must  be 
placed  at  the  door  of  the  executive  de¬ 
partment  itself.  After  all,  I  think  we 
must  admit  that  the  presumption,  in  the 
first  instance,  ought  to  be  in  favor  of 
the  Department’s  request.  When  we  go 
above  the  Department’s  request,  we  must 
have  good  cause,  on  the  basis  of  the 
evidence  presented,  for  doing  so.  I  am 
glad  we  are  making  a  record  on  the 
point  that  the  Department  itself  did  not 
ask  for  the  $60,000  restoration. 

Mr.  HILL.  We  are  only  $10,000  below 
the  budget  estimate.  The  figure  is 
$6,250,000. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  turn  now  to  page  15, 
under  the  heading  “Sanitary  Engineer¬ 
ing  Activities”:  also  the  item  headed 
“Grants  for  Waste  Treatment  Works 
Construction.” 

In  connection  with  sanitary  engineer¬ 
ing  activities,  the  budget  estimate  was 
$13,063,000.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mended  $12,640,000. 

In  the  case  of  grants  for  waste  treat¬ 
ment,  the  budget  estimate  was  $50  mil¬ 
lion,  and  the  committee  allowed  $45 
million. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
knows  the  great  interest  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  in  the  subject  of  stream 
pollution  control.  I  happen  to  believe 
that  among  all  our  domestic  issues  it  is 
doubtful  if  anyone  could  name  one  more 
important  than  the  conservation  of 
America’s  water  supply.  The  Senator 
has  heard  me  say  many  times — but  it 
needs  to  be  said  many  more  times — that 
civilizations  do  not  climb  with  falling 
water  tables.  History  proves  that  as  the 
water  table  of  a  nation  goes  down  its 
civilization  soon  follows. 

In  this  country,  in  my  judgment,  we 
are  inexcusably  wasteful  of  our  water. 
We  are  guilty  of  unconscionable  pollu¬ 
tion  of  our  streams  and  our  water 
resources. 

In  1956,  as  I  recall,  we  passed  the  so- 
callpd  Blatnik  bill  dealing  with  water 
pollution.  It  contained  provision  for  at 
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least  some  Federal  aid  to  municipalities, 
which  desired  to  build  modern  sewage- 
disposal  plants. 

In  view  of  my  great  Interest  in  the 
problem,  I  thought  that,  for  the  legisla¬ 
tive  record,  I  should  ask  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  the  reason  for  the  reduc¬ 
tions  below  the  budget  estimates  for 
sanitary  engineering  activities  and 
grants  for  waste  treatment. 

Mr.  HILL.  According  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee  dealing  with 
grants  for  waste  treatment,  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommendation  of  $45  million  will 
provide  funds  for  all  projects  which 
would  be  provided  for  if  we  had  recom¬ 
mended  the  full  $50  million  in  the  bill, 
on  this  basis:  Some  of  the  States  and 
localities  are  not  ready  to  go  forward 
with  these  works.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  this  is  a  new  program.  The  leg¬ 
islation  authorizing  it  was  introduced  in 
the  House  by  Representative  Blatnik,  of 
Minnesota,  and  was  passed  only  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  previous  session  of 
Congress. 

We  are  assured  that  the  $45  million 
recommended  by  the  committee  will  take 
care  of  all  the  projects  which  are  ready 
to  go  forward,  to  as  full  an  extent  as 
though  we  had  provided  the  full  amount 
of  $50  million  in  the  bill.  So  this  re¬ 
duction  in  no  way  cuts  down  the  pro- 
gi-am.  If  the  Senator  will  notice  the 
language  in  connection  with  the  appro¬ 
priation,  it  is  made  clear  that  the  allot¬ 
ments  are  made  on  the  basis  of  $50 
million. 

All  the  projects  can  go  forward.  No 
single  project  will  be  denied  by  reason 
of  this  reduction. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  to  make  this 
record  and  have  the  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  Alabama. 

Some  weeks  ago  I  spoke  at  a  confer¬ 
ence  of  Southern  States,  held  at  Raleigh, 
N.  C.,  on  the  municipal  sanitation  prob¬ 
lem.  I  found  a  remarkable  interest  in 
the  implementation  of  the  Blatnik  bill. 

I  also  found,  in  the  discussions  which 
took  place  at  that  conference,  that  some 
of  our  municipal  oflScials  were  surprised 
to  learn  that  funds  are  available. 
Therefore,  I  should  like  to  use  this  de¬ 
bate  as  a  springboard  for  giving 
a  little  advice  to  the  Department  con¬ 
cerned.  I  think  it  needs  to  do  a  better 
job  of  informing  the  municipalities  of 
America  about  this  program. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  funds  are  available. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  funds  are  avail¬ 
able;  and  next  year  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  will  have  justification  for  rec¬ 
ommending  a  much  larger  sum,  on  the 
basis  that  there  will  then  be  a  clamor 
for  Federal  aid  in  this  field  by  an  in¬ 
creasing  number  of  municipalities.  Too 
many  municipalities  throughout  the 
country  are  polluting  streams  by  turning 
them  into  open  sewers  filled  with  raw 
sewage,  when  they  ought  to  be  building 
pollution-control  plants  and  sewage-dis¬ 
posal  plants. 

The  purpose  of  the  Blatnik  bill  was  to 
encourage  them  to  do  that  very  thing. 
I  am  taking  the  time  to  raise  the  point 
in  regard  to  this  item,  because  if  we  are 
to  stop  stream  pollution,  the  municipali¬ 
ties  have  a  duty  to  take  this  problem  to 
their  taxpayers  and  to  urge  that  bond 


issues  be  voted,  if  necessary,  to  raise  the 
municipal  constribution  to  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  as  this,  thus  permitting  it  to  quali¬ 
fy  for  this  aid. 

We  are  talking  in  Washington,  D.  C., 
I  therefore  also  give  that  little  advice  to 
the  Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  to  the  more  than  500  “aider- 
men”  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Mebabers  of  Congress.  I  believe  that  we 
aldermen  ought  to  do  a  much  better  job 
of  providing  for  sewage  disposal  here  in 
the  Capital  City  of  the  Nation.  Since 
Washington  has  a  hybrid  type  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  under  which  no  one  gets  a 
chance  to  vote  on  municipal  affairs  ex¬ 
cept  Members  of  the  Congress,  we  ought 
to  encourage  the  District  Commissioners 
to  try  to  apply  to  the  District  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Blatnik  bill.  I  know  of  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  apply  to  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Of  course,  I  know 
it  will  be  said,  “We  have  some  plants 
and  some  improvements  in  our  plants.” 
However,  the  fact  is  that  the  sewage- 
disposal  improvements  which  have  been 
made  in  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the 
past  few  years  are  already  obsolete.  The 
time  has  come  to  have  a  real  sewage- 
disposal  system  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  which  will  not  dump  into  the 
Potomac  River  any  material  which  would 
make  it  undesirable  to  use  the  water  of 
the  area  for  recreational  purposes,  such 
as  swimming  and  boating.  That  has 
not  been  done. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  include  also  fishing? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes;  and  good  fishing, 
too.  I  should  like  to  be  able  to  enjoy 
some  good  fishing  in  the  Potomac. 

I  desire  also  to  commend  the  Senator 
for  the  recommendation  on  page  22  of 
the  report  with  respect  to  the  National 
Cancer  Institute.  The  budget  estimate 
was  $46,902,000,  the  House  allowance  was 
the  same,  and  the  committee  recom¬ 
mendation  was  $58,543,000. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  and  I 
covered  that  point.  We  must  face  the 
fact  that  with  respect  to  the  terrible 
plague  of  cancer — and  that  is  what  it  is 
becoming — we  have  a  public  responsibil¬ 
ity  as  Senators  to  appropriate  money  and 
to  do  whatever  can  be  done  to  seek  to 
conquer  it. 

I  wish  particularly  to  commend  the 
Senator  with  reference  to  the  item  for 
mental  health  activities,  on  page  23  of 
the  report.  The  1958  budget  estimate 
was  $35,217,000,  and  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommendation  is  $39,421,000.  I  wish  to 
say  offhand  that  I  think  that  is  the  type 
of  item  which  could  be  increased,  as  a 
matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  There  is  available  an  un¬ 
expended  balance  of  $4,573,000.  There¬ 
fore  the  total  dhiount  available  will  be 
$43,994,000,  or  practically  $44  million. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  the  Senator  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  mentally  sick 
are  in  many  respects  the  truly  forgotten 
people  of  America. 

Mr.  HILL.  Certainly  in  the  past  they 
have  been  the  forgotten  people. 

Mr.  MORSE^.  That  has  been  true  in 
State  after  Stare.  ^ 


Mr.  HILL.  They  are  put  into  institu¬ 
tions  and  the  doors  are  closed  on  them. 
After  that,  in  many  cases,  that  is  the 
end  so  far  as  they  are  concerned. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  situation  is  being 
improved. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  situation  is  improving 
because  of  tranquilizing  drugs  and  other 
drugs,  and  because  new  techniques  have 
been  developed.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  until  last  year  there  was  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  patients  in  the 
mental  hospitals.  There  was  an  increase 
each  year  at  the  rate  of  approximately 
10,000.  In  other  words,  each  year  10,- 
000  more  people  entered  mental  institu¬ 
tions  than  had  been  in  them  in  the 
previous  year.  Last  year,  ffr  the  first 
time,  there  was  a  definite  trend  in  the 
other  direction,  and  instead  of  an  in¬ 
crease,  there  was  a  decrease  of  7,000. 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  is  very  gratifying  to 
hear  the  Senator  say  that,  as  well  as 
to  hear  the  report  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  earlier  in 
the  discussion.  It  shows  what  can  be 
done  when  a  State  proceeds  to  make  the 
mental  health  problems  of  the  State  a 
matter,  if  not  a  major  concern,  cer¬ 
tainly  a  considerable  concern  of  the  State 
government.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
every  dollar  spent  for  mental  health  is 
a  dollar  well  spent. 

There  is  scarcely  a  Senator  who  can¬ 
not  point  to  a  case  close  to  him,  involv¬ 
ing  a  friend  or  an  associate  or  perhaps 
someone  else,  who,  to  his  utter  surprise 
all  at  once  develops  a  mental  condition 
that  tends  to  become  progressively  worse 
unless  quick  treatment  is  given  and  fa¬ 
cilities  for  quick  treatment  are  made 
available  to  him. 

We  owe  it  to  our  fellow  men,  from 
humanitarian  motivations,  to  see  to  it 
that  we  never  economize  on  this  item. 

I  am  glad  to  know  the  Senator  says  an 
unexpended  balance  is  available  and 
therefore  the  total  amount  available  is 
approximately  $43  million.  , 

Mr.  HILL.  The  total  amount  avail¬ 
able  is  $43,994,000,  or  almost  $44  million. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  also  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  for  the  item  concerning 
arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities, 
as  shown  on  page  27  of  the  report.  The 
budget  estimate  was  $17,885,000,  and  the 
committee  •recommendation  is  $23,548,- 
000. 

Before  I  ask  my  question  I  wanted  to 
say  these  things  about  the  report. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  may  say  that  there  is 
also  an  increase  over  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  for  the  National  Heart  Institute. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  I  wanted  to  com¬ 
ment  on  that  also.  Again  I  am  glad  to 
see  an  increase  for  that  item.  No  one 
should  be  guilty  of  any  economizing  with 
respect  to  any  of  these  research  projects 
or  research  funds  in  connection  with  any 
of  the  serious  diseases  which  threaten 
the  health  of  America. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  may  say  that  there  is 
also  a  very  definite  increase  in  the  funds 
available  for  neurology  and  blindness. 
That  takes  in,  of  course,  epilepsy  and 
cerebral  palsy  and  deafness  and  blind¬ 
ness,  and  other  ailments. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  If  the  Senator 
will  permit  me,  I  should  like  to  have  him 
help  me  make  a  little  legislative  history 
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on  another  item.  We  have  done  that 
before.  I  should  like  to  refresh  the 
Senator’s  recollection  as  to  the  history 
of  the  project.  The  Senator  knows  that 
for  the  past  2  years  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  the  2  Senators  from  Virginia, 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  himself, 
of  course,  have  been  very  much  interested 
in  a  pilot  rehabilitation  center  in  Vir¬ 
ginia.  rt  is  connected  with  the  'Anderson 
Clinic  in  Arlington,  Va.,  but  not  con¬ 
nected  with  it  in  any  financial  way.  It 
is  a  pilot  rehabilitation  center.  It  is 
headed  by  a  fine  doctor.  Dr.  O.  Anderson 
Engh,  who  in  my  opinion  performs,  far 
beyond  anything  that  is  called  for  in  the 
line  of  duty,  a  great  many  humanitarian 
services  for  the  people  of  this  area  and 
the  patients  who  are  sent  to  him. 

The  Senator  will  recall  that  some  years 
ago,  when  this  particular  appropriation 
was  before  the  Senate,  we  provided  with¬ 
in  it  language  which  would  authorize  the 
expenditure  of  funds  to  help  conduct  the 
services  of  the  pilot  rehabilitation  center, 
but  no  funds  for  construction.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  also  recall,  I  am  sure,  that  this 
particular  clinic  is  certainly  an  excellent 
example  of  what  the  people  of  a  commu¬ 
nity  can  do  by  way  of  voluntar*y  contri¬ 
butions  not  only  of  money,  but  also  of 
personal  service,  in  order  to  come  to  the 
'  humanitarian  aid  of  fellow  citizens  who 
because  they  are  unfortunately  suffering 
from  terrible  physical  handicaps  need 
vocational  rehabilitation. 

In  the  Arlington-Alexandria  area — 
and  I  should  like  to  repeat  this  for  the 
Record  this  year — a  small  group  of  com¬ 
munity  organizations  and  agencies — the 
Rotary  Club,  Kiwanis  Club,  the  Lions 
Club,  the  United  Daughters  of  the  Con¬ 
federacy,  and  various  church  groups  and 
women’s  organizations — have  devoted 
their  personal  services  as  well  as  their 
time  and  considerable  money  to  this  so- 
called  pilot  rehabilitation  center.  That 
center  is  located  in  Arlington,  Va. 

The  Record  should  show  also,  before  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Alabama  any  ques¬ 
tions  about  this,  that  to  this  center, 
under  the  direction  of  the  distinguished 
Dr.  Engh,  were  sent  a  good  many  Federal 
employees,  not  only  from  the  District  of 
Columbia,  but  from  elsewhere  in  the 
United  States  who  had  been  injured  at 
their  work. 

Speaking  now  only  hypothetically,  and 
not  in  relation  to  any  specific  case — ^but 
it  is  typical — assume  that  this  afternoon 
someone  in  the  State  Department  should 
walk  into  an  open  elevator  shaft,  fall 
down,  and  injure  his  or  her  spine,  and 
that  as  a  consequence  partial  paralysis 
overtook  the  person.  It  is  quite  possible 
that  the  Federal  employee  might  be  sent 
to  the  so-called  Engh  Clinic  for  rehabili¬ 
tation. 

It  happens  to  be  the  theory  of  Dr. 
Engh  that  the  program  should  be,  as  he 
says,  under  one  roof.  There  is  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  permanent  muscular  disabil¬ 
ity  fixing  itself  upon  the  patient.  The 
problem,  then,  is  one  of  vocational  re¬ 
habilitation  and  guidance,  so  that  the 
person  can  be  brought  back  into  produc¬ 
tive  life.  Such  a  pilot  plant,  we  have 
agreed  in  the  past,  is  needed.  So  lan¬ 
guage  has  been  provided  in  bills  hereto¬ 
fore  to  make  it  possible  for  the  Depart¬ 


ment  to  place  some  money  in  the  clinic 
to  help  with  the  program. 

As  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is  aware, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson]  has  introduced  a  bill  on  this 
subject,  S.  2068.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  S.  2068  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (S. 
2068)  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  4  (b)  of  the  Vocational  Re¬ 
habilitation  Act  (29  U.  S.  C.  34  (b))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Sums  made 
available  for  such  a  pilot  demonstration 
center  in  the  Washington  area  may  be  used 
for  the  construction  of  facilities,  including 
future  expansion,  equipment,  and  such  serv¬ 
ices  as  hospitalization,  domiciliary  care,  and 
rehabilitation  training,  including  costs  of 
board  and  room  of  trainees  and  other  serv¬ 
ices  essential  to  the  program,  as  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  are  deemed  desir¬ 
able.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  knows  that  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson],  and  I,  after  studying  the 
matter,  came  to  the  conclusion,  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  agreed,  that 
if  any  funds  were  to  be  used  for  con¬ 
struction  purposes,  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pass  new  authorizing  legislation. 
So  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Rob¬ 
ertson]  introduced  S.  2068,  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  amendment  of  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Act,  to  read  as 
follows: 

Sums  made  available  for  such  a  pilot  dem¬ 
onstration  center  In  the  Washington  area 
may  be  used  for  the  construction  of  facili¬ 
ties,  including  future  expansion,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  such  services  as  hospitalization, 
domiciliary  care,  and  rehabilitation  training, 
including  costs  of  board  and  room  of  train¬ 
ees  and  other  services  essential  to  the  pro¬ 
gram,  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
are  deemed  desirable. 

Am  I  not  correct  in  my  understanding 
that  the  appropriation  bill  of  which  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  in  charge  today 
does  not  include  any  language  which 
would  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  use 
any  of  the  funds  being  appropriated  to 
that  agency  for  construction  purposes  at 
the  Engh  Rehabilitation  Clinic? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  bill  does  not  carry 
any  funds  for  construction  purposes  at 
the  Engh  Clinic,  because  there  is  no 
authorization  for  the  appropriation  of 
such  funds.  As  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  well  knows,  the  purpose  of  the  bill 
introduced  by  our  colleague,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson], 
is  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  such 
funds. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  not  true,  however, 
that  such  funds  as  are  appropriated  in 
the  bill  to  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  can,  as  in  the 
past,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary, 
be  used  for  assistance  to  the  Engh  Clinic, 
except  that  the  funds  may  not  be  used 
for  construction? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  knows  of  nothing  in  the  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  which  would  in  any  way  affect 


the  terms  of  the  basic  act,  which  we 
know  as  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act  of  1954,  under  which  funds  were 
made  available  to  the  Engh  Clinic  for 
maintenance  and  operation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  will  now  put  on  another  com¬ 
mittee  hat  for  a  moment,  and  speak  to 
me  as  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  it  is  true,  is  it 
not,  that  S.  2068  is  pending  before  the 
Senator’s  committee,  of  which  I  also 
have  the  honor  to  be  a  member,  and  that 
the  bill  will  be  scheduled  for  hearing,  so 
that  Dr.  Engh,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Virginia,  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  and 
others  interested  in  the  bill  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  make  an  oflOcial  record  in 
support  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HILL.  We  shall  be  delighted  to 
schedule  hearings  on  the  bill  introduced 
by  the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia. 
The  present  occupant  of  the  chair,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  McNamara],  also  is  a  member  of 
our  committee  and  is  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Health.  I  am  certain 
he  would  be  delighted  to  attend  the  hear¬ 
ing  when  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  and  other  wit¬ 
nesses  appear  in  behalf  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  authorized  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Virginia  to  say  that 
he  joins  with  me  in  urging  that  early 
hearings  be  held  on  the  bill.  I  am  au¬ 
thorized  also  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd] 
in  assuring  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Virginia, 
too,  is  very  much  interested  in  early 
hearings  on  the  bill  and  a  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  it. 

Speaking  hypothetically,  assuming 
that  S.  2068  is  favorably  reported,  is 
passed  by  Congress,  and  is  signed  by  the 
President  before  Congress  adjourns  this 
year — in  fact,  a  sufficient  length  of  time 
before  adjournment  this  year  so  that 
further  consideration  could  be  given  to 
the  funds  necessary  to  implement  it — 
is  it  not  the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  that  appropriate  requests  still 
could  be  made  this  year  for  considera¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  a  supplemental 
appropriation  request? 

Mr.  HILL.  If  the  bill  is  passed  and  be¬ 
comes  law  during  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress,  it  will  be  entirely  in  order  to  ask 
for  an  appropriation  in  a  supplemental 
or  a  deficiency  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Perhaps  I  should  state 
my  question  in  this  way :  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  expect  or  contem¬ 
plate  that  a  supplemental  or  a  deficiency 
appropriation  bill  probably  will  be  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate  by  his  subcommittee 
before  adjournment? 

Mr.  HILL.  Supplemental  and  defi¬ 
ciency  appropriation  bills  are  not  han¬ 
dled  by  subcommittees;  they  are  handled 
by  the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
In  the  closing  days  of  a  session  of  Con¬ 
gress,  invariably  a  supplemental  or  a  de¬ 
ficiency  bill  is  considered  by  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much  for  his  assistance. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  close  now  with 
a  very  brief  statement.  I  want  the  Rec- 
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ORD  to  show  that  I  shall  continue  to  do 
everything  I  can  to  assist  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Virginia  in  obtaining  favorable 
action  on  S.  2068,  for  these  reasons: 

I  think  the  Engh  Clinic,  as  a  pilot 
clinic  for  vocational  rehabilitation;  is  one 
of  the  great  experimental  rehabilitation 
centers  in  this  country.  I  recognize  that 
in  the  medical  profession  there  are  dif¬ 
ferent  theories  and  views  as  to  the  best 
way  to  approach  the  vocational  rehabili¬ 
tation  problem.  But  the  results,  in  my 
judgment,  are  always  the  test  in  a  mat¬ 
ter  such  as  this.  • 

I  believe  that  any  evaluation  of  the 
results  of  the  remarkable  work  which  Dr. 
Engh  and  his  associates  have  been  doing 
in  the  rehabilitation  of  persons  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  pilot  clinic  program 
which  he  is  operating  in  Arlington,  Va., 
would  prove  the  soundness  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  justify  an  appropriation  of 
Federal  funds  as  an  aid  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  needed  additions  to  that  clinic. 

Labor  has  donated  thousands  of  man¬ 
hours  of  overtime  in  helping  to  build  a 
wing  of  that  clinic.  But  the  time  has 
come  when  it  is  necessary  to  complete 
the  physical  facilities  by  way  of  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  expenditure  of  funds,  rather 
than  in  the  expectation  that  the  work 
can  be  done  completely  through  the  do¬ 
nation  of  services.  There  wilir  however, 
continue  to  be  a  substantial  donation  of 
free  time  on  the  part  of  labor  in  the 
building  trades. 

The  question,  and  let  us  get  it  before 
the  Senate  by  way  of  a  preliminary  hear¬ 
ing  on  the  bill,  is  the  question  of  Federal 
interest.  Are  we  setting  up  a  program 
that  is  singular,  based  upon  a  Federal 
interest;  or  are  we  proposing  support  for 
a  program  which  might  equally  well  be 
requested  by  a  clinic  in  San  Francisco  or 
El  Paso  or  Boston,  Mass.,  or  elsewhere  in 
the  Nation?  It  seems  to  me  the  answer 
is  that  there  is  a  great  Federal  interest  in 
the  clinic,  for  a  reason  I  stated  earlier, 
because  many  injured  Federal  employees 
are  referred  there. 

Furthermore,  let  me  make  crystal 
clear,  as  I  speak  in  advance  in  support  of 
Senate  bill  2068,  that  this  enterprise  is 
not  in  any  way  whatsoever  a  private- 
business  enterprise.  Instead,  the  clinic 
is  conducted  by  Dr.  Engh  as  a  completely 
humanitarian  program.  It  is  separate 
and  distinct  from  the  Anderson  Clinic  or 
hospital,  in  which  Dr.  Engh  is  also,  as  I 
recall,  the  head  of  the  medical  staff. 
This  is  a  vocational  rehabilitation  center. 
Every  dollar  of  Federal  money  which 
would  be  appropriated  to  it,  following 
the  passage  of  Senate  bill  2068,  would 
be  well  spent,  and  would  foster  what  I 
have  been  heard  to  say  so  frequently  is 
one  of  the  great  duties  of  the  Congress, 
to  honor  our  humanitarian  obligation  to 
bring  medical  aid  to  unfortunate  people 
who  need  the  specialized  service  that  this 
rehabilitation  center  is  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide. 

I  desire  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  for  his  assistance  in  enabling  me 
to  make  the  legislative  record  I  have 
made  regarding  these  items. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER,  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield  to 
me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Monroney  in  the  chair).  Does  the 


Senator  from  Alabama  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  On  page  2  of  the 
report,  I  notice  that  in  the  case  of  the 
OfHce  of  the  Solicitor,  it  was  recom¬ 
mended  that  there  be  transferred  from 
the  highway  trust  fund  an  amount  of 
$365,000;  but  that  after  seeking  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  its  counsel,  the  committee  de¬ 
cided  against  doing  so.  Can  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  give  us  a  brief  explan¬ 
ation  of  that  matter  and  of  why  that 
decision  was  reached? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  may  say  there  was  a 
question  of  whether  these  trust  funds 
are  available  for  such  a  purpose.  We 
submitted  the  matter  to  the  office  of  the 
legislative  counsel  of  the  Senate,  and  we 
received  an  opinion  that  such  an  appro¬ 
priation  from  the  trust  fund  is  not  au¬ 
thorized.  I  shall  be  delighted  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  the  full  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  legislative  counsel  printed  in 
the  Record,  if  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  would  like  to  have  me  do  so. 

Briefly,  the  legislative  counsel  held 
that  these  funds  are  for  highway-con¬ 
struction  purposes,  and  are  not  to  be 
transferred  to  some  other  agency  of  the 
Government,  for  legal  service  or  other 
services,  but  that  they  are  trust  funds, 
and  that  there  is  imposed  a  trust  to 
make  sure  that  they  are  used  for  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  are  not 
transferred  to  other  agencies,  for  use 
for  other  services  or  purposes. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  would  be  very 
happy  to  have  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  have  the  opinion  printed  in  the 
Record,  because  I  have  been  receiving 
from  the  Far  West  suggestions  that  this 
fund  is  already  being  tampered  with  in 
this  respect.  This  is  the  first  instance 
I  have  seen  in  print  of  that.  I  have 
heard  that  the  highway  trust  fund  is 
being  used  to  finance  other  agencies  of- 
the  Government.  If  that  is  true,  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  has  done  a 
very  commendable  thing  in  making  the 
decision  he  has  made. 

So  I  shall  appreciate  it  if  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  will  have  the  full  opin¬ 
ion  pi'inted  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  HILL.  Certainly.  Then,  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
the  opinion  of  the  legislative  counsel  on 
the  matter  of  the  transfer  of  the  trust 
fund  to  the  Labor  Department,  or,  for 
that  matter,  to  any  other  department. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  opinion 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Memorandum  for  Senator  Hu-i, 

Pursuant  to  your  request  we  have  exam¬ 
ined  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  and  the  Highway  Revenue 
Act  of  1956  for  the  purpose  of  submitting 
an  informal  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not 
such  acts  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
moneys  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  (or  more  particu¬ 
larly,  to  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  of  the 
Department  of  Labor)  to  defray  expenses 
Incurred  in  carrying  out  the  duties  imposed 
upon  him  under  section  115  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  For  the  reasons 
given  below,  it  is  our  opinion  that  such  an 
appropriation  from  the  Trust  Fund  is  not 
authorized. 


THE  LAW 

Section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  Highway  Reve¬ 
nue  Act  of  1956  reads  as  follows: 

“(f)  Expenditures  from  trust  fund. — 

“(1)  Federal-aid  highway  program. — • 
Amounts  in  the  trust  fund  shaU  be  avail¬ 
able,  as  provided  by  appropriation  acts,  for 
making  expenditures  after  June  30,  1956, 
and  before  July  1,  1972,  to  meet  those  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  United  States  heretofore  or 
hereafter  Incurred  under  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amend¬ 
ed  and  supplemented,  which  are  attribut¬ 
able  to  Federal-aid  highways  (including 
those  portions  of  general  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  pay¬ 
able  from  such  appropriations).” 

Paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  section 
209  (f)  contain  authorizations  to  make  ex¬ 
penditures  (without  further  appropriations 
being  made  therefor)  from  the  trust  fund 
to  repay  advances,  to  reimburse  the  Treas¬ 
ury  for  amounts  paid  with  respect  to  gas¬ 
oline  used  on  farms  or  used  for  nonhighway 
purposes,  and  to  reimburse  the  Treasury  for 
certain  amounts  paid  as  floor  stocks  refunds. 
Section  210  (e)  authorizes  appropriations 
out  of  the  trust  fund  to  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  make  the  study  and 
Investigation  required  by  section  210.  There 
is  no  other  authority  in  the  act  for  expend¬ 
ing  or  appropriating  moneys  from  the  trust 
fund,  so  that  if  the  act  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  to  the  Department  of  Labor  from 
the  trust  fund  it  must  be  found  in  the 
paragraph  quoted  above. 

LEGISLATIVE  RECORD 

There  is  little  in  the  legislative  history 
of  the  acts  from  which  to  derive  assistance 
in  deciding  the  question  posed.  The  House 
committee  report  on  H.  R.  10660  contains 
the  following  statement:  “In  most  respects 
the  highway  trust  fund  is  to  be  handled  in  a 
manner  similar  to  that  provided  for  the 
trust  fund  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  program.”  The  Senate  committee 
report  contains  an  identical  statement. 

In  explaining  the  expenditures  referred  to 
in  section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  Highway  Rev¬ 
enue  Act  of  1956,  the  House  report  contains 
the  following  statement:  “The  expenditures 
referred  to  are  those  which  normally  have 
been  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  en¬ 
titled  ‘Federal  aid  highways.  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce’.” 
Again  the  Senate  committee  report  con¬ 
tained  the  same  statement,  although  it 
must  be  remembered  that  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Senate  committees  did  not 
contain  the  so-called  Davis-Bacon  Act  pro¬ 
vision. 

A  review  of  the  discussion  of  H.  R.  10660 
when  it  was  under  consideration  on  the 
floors  of  the  House  and  Senate  has  failed 
to  disclose  any  comments  pertinent  to  this 
inquiry,  although  a  good  portion  of  the  de¬ 
bate  in  both  Houses  was  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  which  was  eventually  enacted  as  sec¬ 
tion  115. 

DISCUSSION 

Section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  Highway  Rev¬ 
enue  Act  of  1956  contains  an  express  author¬ 
ization  for  expenditure  of  the  trust  fund 
to  meet  those  portions  of  the  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
which  are  payable  from  appropriations  made 
for  Federal-aid  highways.  Section  21  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  (23  U.  S.  C.  21)  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  de¬ 
duct  a  percentage  of  the  appropriations 
made  for  Federal-aid  highways  to  be  used 
for  administration  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program  and  for  carrying  on  necessary 
highway  research  and  investigational  stud¬ 
ies.  No  specific  amount  is  appropriated  in 
the  annual  appropriation  acts  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program.  While  it  is  likely 
that,  even  without  the  express  authorization 
contained  in  section  209  (f)  (1),  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
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Roads  would,  under  the  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  21  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  have 
continued  to  be  payable  from  appropria¬ 
tions  out  of  the  trust  fund  for  Federal-aid 
highways,  it  was  evidently  felt  necessary  to 
eliminate  any  doubts  that  might  arise  by 
putting  the  express  authorization  in  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956.  This  author¬ 
ization  continued  the  existing  practice  and 
budgetary  procedures  with  respect  to  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  But  we  should  emphasize  that  this 
matter  was  considered  to  be  of  sufficient  im¬ 
portance  to  be  specifically  provided  for  in 
the  act.  The  logical  inference  is  that,  if  the 
expenses  of  the  Department  of  Labor  were 
also  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the  trust  fund, 
an  express  authorization  would  have  been 
included  in  the  act. 

While  it  may  be  argued  that  the  language 
of  section  209  (f)  (1)  Is  broad  enough  to 
imply  an  authorization  to  use  the  trust  fund 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  we  do  not  believe  that  such  a  con¬ 
struction  should  be  placed  upon  this  para¬ 
graph  in  the  absence  of  a  more  specific  indi¬ 
cation  of  legislative  Intent.  Such  a  con¬ 
struction  would  make  it  possible  for  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
managing  and  operating  the  trust  fund,  the 
expenses  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  in 
collecting  the  revenues  which  go  into  the 
trust  fund,  and  the  expenses  of  any  other 
officer  or  agency  of  the  Government  relating 
to  Federal-aid  highways  to  be  defrayed  from 
the  trust  fund.  As  was  noted  above,  the 
committee  reports  indicate  that,  in  general, 
the  highway  trust  fund  is  to  be  handled  in 
a  manner  similar  to  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund.  The  Social 
Security  Act  expressly  authorizes  the  use  of 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  Insurance 
trust  fund  to  meet  or  reimburse  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  incurred  by  the  Treasury 
Department  in  implementing  that  act  (in¬ 
cluding  the  expenses  of  collecting  the  taxes 
which  go  into  the  Federal  old-age  and  sur¬ 
vivors  Insurance  trust  fund).  Without 
doubt  consideration  was  given  to  Including 
a  similar  authorization  in  the  highway  trust 
fund,  and  it  would  be  expected  that  a  similar 
express  authorization  would  have  been  in¬ 
cluded  if  the  expenses  of  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  in  implementing  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  were  to  be  defrayed 
from  the  highway  trust  fund.  There  appears 
to  be  no  greater  reason  for  inferring  author¬ 
ity  to  defray  from  the  trust  fund  the  ex¬ 
penses  Incurred  by  the  Department  of  Labor 
in  implementing  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  than  for  inferring  authority  to 
defray  from  the  trust  fund  the  expenses  in- 
cmred  by  the  Treasury  Department  in  im¬ 
plementing  such  act.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  highway  trust  fund  was  patterned 
after  the  Federal  old-age  and  smvivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund,  the  absence  of  express 
authorization  to  defray  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  except  with  respect  to  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  seems  almost  conclusive  that 
no  such  authorization  was  Intended. 

As  was  stated  above,  the  only  statement  In 
the  committee  reports  explaining  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  section  209  (f)  (1)  indicates  plainly 
that  the  expenditures  referred  to  are  those 
normally  paid  out  of  appropriations  made 
to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  Federal- 
aid  highways.  This  statement,  far  from  fur¬ 
nishing  a  basis  for  inferring  a  legislative  in¬ 
tent  to  defray  the  administrative  expenses 
of  other  agencies  out  of  the  trust  fund,  once 
more  shows  that  Congress  intended  that  only 
the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  be  so  defrayed,  since  such  ex¬ 
penses  had,  under  authority  of  section  21  of 
the  Federal  Highway  Act,  been  paid  from 
such  appropriations. 

The  establishment  of  a  trust  fund  obvi¬ 
ously  was  to  prevent  an  encroachment  upon 
the  increased  revenues  raised  by  reason  of 


the  enactment  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act 
of  1956,  as  well  as  to  earmark  these  revenues, 
and  some  of  the  revenues  raised  from  then 
existing  sources,  to  meet  the  obligations  of 
the  United  States  under  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program.  Since  Congress  has  seen 
fit  to  establish  a  trust  fund  for  the  purpose 
of  meeting  these  obligations,  we  believe  that 
the  objects  for  which  the  trust  fund  moneys 
are  to  be  expended  should  be  narrowly, 
rather  than  liberally,  construed. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1.  There  is  no  express  authorization  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  or  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956  to  defray  the 
expenses  incurred  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
under  section  115  of  the  first-named  act  out 
of  the  highway  trust  fund  established  by 
section  209  of  the  second-named  act. 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  either  of  the  two 
acts  from  which  an  authorization  to  meet 
such  expenses  out  of  the  trust  fund  can 
properly  be  implied.  Since  section  209  (f) 
(1)  contains  an  express  authorization  with 
respect  to  the  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  the  accepted 
rules  of  statutory  construction  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  authority  to  defray  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  any  other  agency 
out  of  the  trust  fund  would  also  have  been 
expressly  stated  and  should  not  be  derived 
by  implication. 

3.  There  is  nothing  in  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  of  the  two  acts  which  indicates  a  legis¬ 
lative  intent  that  the  expenses  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  under  section  115  axe  to  be  met 
out  of  the  trust  fund.  The  Davis-Bacon  Act 
provision  was  thoroughly  debated  on  the 
fioors  of  the  House  and  Senate,  but  we  could 
find  no  reference  to  such  a  use  of  the  trust 
fund  to  meet  the  expenses  of  carrying  out 
the  provision.  The  House  committee  report 
does  not  mention  such  a  use.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  legislative  history  does  support  the 
conclusion  that,  with  respect  to  administra¬ 
tive  expenses,  only  the  expenses  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  are  to  be  paid  from  the 
trust  fund.  The  committee  reports  of  both 
Houses  indicate  that  the  Highway  Trust 
Fimd  was  patterned  after  the  Federal  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fimd. 
This  latter  trust  fund  authorizes  payment 
or  reimbursement  to  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (which  ad¬ 
ministers  the  old-age  and  survivors  insur¬ 
ance  program)  and  the  Treasury  Department 
(which  administers  the  trust  fund  and  col¬ 
lects  the  taxes  which  go  into  the  trust  fund) 
for  their  administrative  expenses.  There¬ 
fore,  if  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  is  to  be 
available  to  defray  the  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  any  agency  other  than  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  the  act  would  contain  an 
express  authorization  for  such  purpose. 

The  committee  reports  also  state,  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  trust  fund  provision,  that 
the  expenditures  referred  to  are  those  nor¬ 
mally  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways.  Under  existing  law,  the  expenses  of 
the  Bureau  in  administereing  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program,  are  paid  from  this  appro¬ 
priation. 

4.  Provisions  of  law  reciting  the  purposes 
for  which  a  trust  fund  may  be  used  should 
be  narrowly  construed.  In  the  absence  of  a 
strong  indication  of  legislative  intent,  au¬ 
thorizations  for  expenditures  out  of  a  trust 
fund  should  not  be  created  by  implication. 

Respectfully, 

John  H.  Simms, 

Legislative  Counsel. 

May  7,  1957. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
on  page  18  of  the  report,  in  connection 
with  the  construction  of  Indian  health 
facilities,  I  notice  that  the  committee 
has  recommended  a  reduction  of  $2,- 
704,000.  Am  I  correct  in  assuming  that 


the  reduction  is  recommended  because 
an  abundance  of  money  was  left  over  last 
year? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  would  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  that  $11  million  was  left 
over  last  year,  and  the  $11  million  is 
available  for  construction. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  On  the  same 
page  I  notice  that  the  committee  states 
that — 

This  allowance  will  make  available  $2,- 
596,000  to  completely  modernize  5  Indian 
health  hospitals  in  line  with  minimum  Hill- 
Burton  standards — 

And  SO  forth.  Can  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  state  the  names  of  the  five 
hospitals? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  names;  it  will  take  a  moment 
to  do  so. 

In  the  meantime,  if  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  will  note  the  next  paragraph  on 
page  18  of  the  report,  I  wish  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  following: 

Funds  are  now,  and  have  been,  available 
for  construction  of  hospitals  at  Sells,  Arlz., 
and  Gallup,  N.  Mex.;  the  need  is  unques¬ 
tioned  and  great,  and  the  committee  will 
expect  the  Department  to  proceed  immedi¬ 
ately  with  resumption  of  work  already  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
for  what  he  has  said,  because  both  my 
senior  colleague  [Mr.  Hayden]  and  I 
have  known  for  some  time  of  this  need. 
So  I  hope  the  Department  will  listen  to 
the  admonition  of  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  and  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  and  will  get  to  work  on  the 
hospitals. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  five 
hospitals  referred  to  are  as  follows: 

Pine  Ridge  Hospital,  at  Pine  Ridge, 
S.  Dak. 

Rosebud  Hospital,  at  Rosebud,  S.  Dak. 

Hopi  Reservation  Hospital,  at  Keems 
Canyon,  Ariz. 

Fort  Apache  Hospital,  at  White  River, 
Ariz. 

Blackfoot  Hospital,  at  Browning, 
Mont. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  very  much. 

I  wish  to  add  my  words  of  commenda¬ 
tion  to  those  which  have  been  expressed 
not  only  about  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  but  also 
about  his  professor,  my  senior  colleague 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  saeld  to  me? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  do  not  want  this 
opportunity  to  pass  without  joining  in 
the  remarks  which  have  been  made  in 
regard  to  the  oustanding  job  done  by 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr,  HCell].  I  regret  that 
earlier  I  was  out  of  the  Chamber  when 
other  Senators  spoke  on  that  subject. 

Let  me  say  that  some  years  ago  it  was 
my  privilege,  as  a  member  of  the  party 
then  in  the  majority  in  the  Senate,  to 
serve  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
over  which  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill]  now  presides.  He  and  I 
worked  very  closely  together  at  that 
time,  when  he  was  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  subcommittee.  Since 
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then  he  has  become  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee;  and  the  senior  Senator 
fi'om  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  has  become 
the  ranking  minority  member. 

It  has  been  my  personal  observation 
over  the  years  that  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  has  not  only  seized  with  dis¬ 
tinction  the  people  of  his  own  State,  but 
he  has  been  one  of  the  most  valued 
Members  of  this  body. 

I  also  wish  to  say  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  under  whose  leadership 
both  of  us  serve  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  has  been  an  inspiration  to 
the  entire  committee.  I  feel  that  with 
the  heavy  burdens  which  sometimes  are 
carried  by  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  it  is  well  and  it  is  pleasant,  I  think, 
at  times  for  us  to  express  the  deep  af¬ 
fection  we  have  for  our  colleagues  across 
the  aisle.  Even  in  the  heat  of  parti¬ 
sanship,  I  think  we  never  lose  sight  of 
the  fact  that  in  dealing  with  the  great 
problems  of  human  welfare,  and  in  the 
day-to-day  operations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  there  are  no  real  partisanship 
divisions  between  us. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  California  for  his  vei-y  kind 
words.  I  wish  to  say  that  when  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  California  was 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  he  did 
so  much  and  made  so  many  contribu¬ 
tions  in  the  different  fields  covered  by 
the  bill,  that  his  example  is  today  an 
inspiration  to  our  subcommittee,  and  we 
are  proud  that  he  continues  to  be  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee.  He  is 
always  extremely  able,  devoted,  and 
helpful,  and  makes  many,  many  fine 
contributions  to  the  work  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  regret  very  much 
that  I  could  not  be  present  earlier;  I 
have  been  tied  up  today  in  committee. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Alabama  tell 
me  what  the  committee  did  in  terms  of 
the  apprenticeship-training  program,  in 
which  I  am  very  much  interested. 

Mr.  HILL.  We  left  that  program 
where  it  is  today,  to  wit,  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  Division  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  What  did  the  com¬ 
mittee  do  in  terms  of  the  appropriation 
for  it? 

Mr.  HILL.  Its  appropriation  is  a  part 
of  the  appropriation  for  vocational  edu¬ 
cation.  We  allowed  the  entire  amount 
which  has  been  authorized  for  vocational 
education.  In  other  words,  we  recom¬ 
mend  the  appropriation  of  the  full 
amount  which  today  is  authorized  for 
vocational  education. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  woi'ds, 
that  is  for  apprenticeship  training  in 
the  Department  of  Labor? 

Mr.  HILL.  No;  this  is  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  What  about  ap¬ 
prenticeship  training  in  the  Department 
of  Labor? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  House  denied  funds 
for  that  purpose.  The  committee  did  not 
restore  them.  As  the  Senator  knows, 
some  question  has  been  raised  as  to  jur¬ 


isdiction  in  this  matter.  We  provided 
the  full  funds  for  the  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  program  under  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  but  we 
did  not  add  the  funds  for  the  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship  under  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Has  not  that  been 
an  established  activity  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  for  some  time? 

Mr.  HILL.  No.  There  has  been  a 
question,  a  very  serious  question,  of  a 
conflict  as  between  the  two  Departments, 
as  to  which  Department  should  carry  on 
this  work,  I  will  say  to  the  Senator. 

Under  the  circumstances,  in  view  of 
this  disagreement,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  House  disallowed  this  item,  and 
it  would  have  meant  an  additional  ap¬ 
propriation  in  the  bill,  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  recommend  the  inclusion 
of  the  item. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  say,  most 
respectfully,  that  this  program  has  been 
one  of  the  most  effective  programs  in 
the  history  of  my  State.  More  than 
10,000  apprentices  have  been  graduated 
since  1939,  under  this  program. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  has  stated 
that  a  certain  number  of  apprentices 
have  been  graduated,  A  fine  job  has 
been  done  in  his  State.  Such  a  program 
comes  under  the  vocational  education 
program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  it  comes  under 
the  apprenticeship  training  program  of 
the  Department  of  Labor.  The  request 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  for  $3 
million. 

Mr.  HILL.  Let  me  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  that  we  allowed  $3,- 
600,000. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words, 
the  program  is  going  on? 

Mr.  HILL.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  not  worried 
about  who  is  going  to  operate  it,  so  long 
as  it  continues.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  the  information. 

I  also  understand  that  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  the  library  services  was  actu¬ 
ally  increased.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HILL.  It  was  increased  $2  million. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  ask  whether 
there  are  provided  physical  rehabilita¬ 
tion  facilities  under  the  hospital  con¬ 
struction  program? 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes.  The  rehabilitation 
category  is  included  in  the  hospital  ap¬ 
propriations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator.  I  thank  him  very  much 
for  his  willingness  to  answer  the  ques¬ 
tions.  As  the  Senator  will  see,  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  my  State  are  keenly  interested  in 
the  item  we  are  discussing.  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  two  or  three  hundi'ed  letters  on 
the  subject.  I  wanted  to  assure  my  cor¬ 
respondents,  through  this  colloquy,  the 
matters  had  been  discussed  fully  in 
committee  and  properly  taken  care  of  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON,  Mr,  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  tell  me  what  the  library 
appropriation  was? 

Mr,  HILL.  $5  million,  which  is  $2  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  budget  estimate. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  Therefore,  I  can 
wire  back  to  those  who  have  sent  tele¬ 
grams  to  me,  expressing  the  hope  that 
the  appropriation  will  be  $5  million,  and 
say  the  Senator  from  Alabama  and  the 
Senators  on  his  committee  have  done 
what  they  requested. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  can  say  we  recommended  it,  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  other 
Senators  adopted  the  recommendation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Can  we  also  say 
we  salute  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alabama,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  for  his  diligence  and  his  devotion 
to  duty,  and  we  thank  him  for  the  kind¬ 
ness  of  his  heart? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendments  to  be  offered, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendments  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  in  the  enrollment  of 
the  Senate  amendments  to  the  bill,  the 
Secretary  be  authorized  to  make  changes 
which  may  be  necessary  in  the  section 
numbers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  having  been  read  the  third 
time,  the  question  is.  Shall  it  pass?  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business, 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver], 
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the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Neely],  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Danger]  are  absent  because 
of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Curtis],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall], 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith],  and  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case]  is  necessaif'ily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush], 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Curtis],  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Malone],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  and 
the  Senators  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith  and  Mr.  Case]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — ^yeas  70, 
nays  0,  as  follows : 

YEAS— 70 


Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Allott 

Hill 

Murray 

Anderson 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Barrett 

Hruska 

O’Mahoney 

BeaU 

Humphrey 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Ives 

Payne 

Bible 

Jackson 

Potter 

Bricker 

Javlts 

Purtell 

Butler 

Jenner 

Revercomb 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Church 

Kennedy 

Scott 

Cooper 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Dirksen 

Kuchel 

Stennls 

Dworshak 

Lausche 

Symington 

Eastland 

Long 

Halmadge 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Prear 

Mansfield 

Thye 

Goldwater 

Martin,  Iowa 

Watkins 

Gore 

Martin,  Pa. 

Wiley 

Green 

Monroney 

Williams 

Hayden 

Morse 

Hennings 

Morton 

NOT  VOTING— 

25 

Bridges 

Douglas 

Neely 

Bush 

Ervin 

Robertson 

Byrd 

Flanders 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Pulbright 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Case,  N.  J. 

Kefauver 

Sparkman 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Langer 

Yarborough 

Chavez 

Malone 

Young 

Clark 

McClellan 

Curtis 

McNamara 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  was  passed. 

Mr.  HILIj.  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments  and 
request  a  conference  thereon  with  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Chavez,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Magnuson,  Mr. 
S^ENNis,  Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Thye,  Mrs. 


Smith  of  Maine,  Mr.  Dworshak,  Mr. 
Potter,  and  Mr.  Ives  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 
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“OPEN  CURTAIN”  PROPOSAL  BY 
SENATOR  JOHNSON  OP  TEXAS 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
the  reaction  to  the  “open  curtain”  pro¬ 
posal  advanced  by  our  majority  leader 
last  Saturday  indicates  clearly  that  the 
American  people  respond  to  bold  and 
imaginative  ideas. 

There  have  been  some  who  have  ex¬ 
pressed  fear  of  the  effect  of  Soviet  Com¬ 
munist  statements  made  openly  by  the 
Russians.  But  most  Americans  have 
enough  confidence  in  the  strength  of  our 
stem  to  realize  that  it  is  not  going  to 
b\toppled  by  such  propaganda. 

ey  agree  with  the  majority  leader 
e  best  response  would  be  to  take 
Khru^chev’s  technique  and  tu^n  it  back 
upon  Him.  They  feel  that  the  Khru¬ 
shchev  bteadcast  was  a  glorious  opportu¬ 
nity  that\should  be  seized  upon  and 
turned  int^a  weapon  for  the  spread  of 
the  truth. 

The  Kansa\  City  Star — one  of  the 
leading  newsp^ers  of  my  State — sums 
up  the  situation  Veil  in  an  editorial.  It 
points  out  that  “t™  issue  boils  down  tp4, 
question  of  trust  i\  the  good  sense'  of 
the  American  peoples?  / 

“Senator  Johnson  niwes  his  approach 
on  confidence  in  the  p^jile,”  t]ae  edito¬ 
rial  says. 

The  editorial  also  makeV^fie  point  of 
the  importance  of  the  tiniink  of  Senator 
Johnson’s  remarks.  A ^wVears  ago, 
the  proposal  would  have  beenHmpracti- 
cal.  Today — becaus^f  the  Khrushchev 
broadcast  and  oth^ developmemss — the 
“open  curtain”  may  be  attainable.' 

I  ask  unanimous  that  the  editor!^  be 
inserted  in  the^dy  of  the  Record. 

There  beingnio  objection,  the  editoriJ 
was  ordere(J/fo  be  printed  in  the  Record.N 
as  follows: 

Break  this  Iron  Curtain  and  Let  Ideas  Flow 

Maybe  Senator  Lyndon  Johnson  sounded 
a  llt^  Idealistic  in  his  New  York  talk  to 
the  imnual  conference  of  the  United  Jewish 
Anpeal  Saturday  night.  But  it  was  idealism 
bunded  in  the  commonsense  of  a  basic 
ropositlon:  Our  search  for  eventual  peace 
must  start  with  a  policy  calling  for  an  open 
curtain,  a  policy  not  only  of  “open  skies 
but  of  open  eyes,  ears,  and  minds  for  all  the? 
peoples  of  the  world.” 

A  few  years  ago  such  a  proposition  might 
have  been  so  much  a  part  of  the  American 
dream  that  it  would  hardly  have  seemed 
worth  restating.  That  was  when  Stalin’s 
Russia  had  a  monopoly  on  the  Iron  Curtain. 

Plainly  Senator  Johnson  was  talking  to 
Americans  who  have  themselves  become 
fearful  of  a  free  exchange  of  ideas,  a  fear 
of  becoming  contaminated  at  least  or  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  sinister  con  man  of  the  Krem¬ 
lin.  One  example  is  the  substantial  criticism 
of  the  Khrushchev  TV  interview  for  general 
telecasting  in  this  country.  Another  ex¬ 
ample,  not  mentioned  by  Johnson,  is  the 
State  Department’s  opposition  to  letting 
American  reporters  go  to  Red  China.  This, 
too,  reflects  a  rather  widespread  feeling  in 
this  country. 

Strangely,  many  Americans,  but  certainly 
not  a  majority,  have  become  dependent  on 
iron  and  bamboo  curtains  raised  by  their 
Communist  enemies.  The  Issue  bolls  down 
to  a  question  of  trust  in  the  good  sense  of 
the  American  people.  Senator  Johnson 


bases  his  approach  on  confidence  in  the 
people.  He  says.  “I  am  not  afraid  to  have 
them  listen  to  Nikita  Khrushchev  or  Karl 
Marx  or  Nicolai  Lenin  himself.  They  have 
the  intelligence  and  independence  to  mak^ 
up  their  own  minds.”  To  support  this  vi^ 
he  cites  his  own  Democratic  Party’s  l^i- 
tage  from  the  philosophy  of  Thomas  Jraer- 
son.  / 

Starting  with  such  confidence  the  ^hate's 
majority  leader  calls  for  every  efl^t  in  an 
all-out  exchange  of  ideas  or  arguments.  Let 
the  President  or  some  other  /rngh  official 
ask  for  the  right  to  a  telec^t  in  Russia. 
Let  Russian  labor  leaders /speak  in  this 
country  on  condition  tha^ American  labor 
leaders  speak  to  their  i^ple.  And  so,  he 
hopes,  the  exchanges  might  continue  until 
there  would  be  no  cimain  to  stop  the  flow 
of  ideas  which  are  >wie  basic  approach  to 
any  relaxing  worliDtensions. 

If  you  share  tho  confidence  in  American 
good  sense  you/uo  not  become  alarmed  by 
the  fact  tha^the  Russians  would  sling  a 
lot  of  propaganda  in  this  country.  This 
would  sin^y  require  informed  Americans 
to  stand /ready  to  expose  Russian  lies  to 
make  sure  that  our  public  was  fully  in¬ 
formed'^  And  the  American  people  have  had 
a  Igrfg  experience  ,  with  separating  truth 
frc^  fancy  in  the  speeches  of  some  of  their 
oym  politicians. 

'  Frankly,  we  would  be  surprised  if  the 
Russians  would  have  enough  confidence  in 
their  system  to  permit  a  real  flow  of  free 
world  ideas  into  their  country.  They  have 
to  face  a  long  record  of  falling  to  make 
communism  stand  up  by  any  means  except 
force  of  arms. 

But  Johnson  was  talking  about  a  sound 
American,  not  a  Russian,  approach.  If  the 
Russians  would  not  go  along  they  would 
have  to  take  the  onus  for  continuing  the 
Iron  Curtain.  As  for  the  idealism  in  this 
approach  we  only  suggest  that  it  will  be  a 
sad  day  for  America  if  it  ever  loses  its  native 
idealism  in  the  search  for  eventual  world 
peace. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  all  of  us  who  believe  in  the  free 
exchange  of  ideas  across  the  wide  vistas 
of  the  world  have  been  thrilled  and  in¬ 
spired  during  the  past  week  by  the  great 
^challenge  voiced  by  the  majority  leader 
the  United  States  Senate,  the  senior 
Stator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

the  New  York  Post  for  Monday, 
JundklO,  there  was  published  an  illumi- 
natin^editorial  on  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator,,  from  Texas,  which  was  origi¬ 
nally  voiced  at  a  banquet  of  the  United 
Jewish  AMeal,  in  New  York  City  on  June 
9.  In  a  frV  test  of  philosophies.  Sena¬ 
tor  JoHNsoNVbelieves  that  democracy  is 
certain  to  wim 

I  ask  imaniiHous  consent  that  certain 
salient  portions\of  the  editorial  from 
the  New  York  PosD^f  June  10  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  tma  point  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks.  \ 

There  being  no  objeVion,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows :  \ 

The  Great  Nonde^te 
The  sad,  astonishing  thin^is  that  the 
Communists  are  exacting  vastVropaganda 
dividends  out  of  this  episode  without  even 
being  challenged  to  permit  a  freei&merican 
presentation  on  their  own  soil.  \ 

Surely  this  is  a  competition  we'^ould 
welcome.  As  Democratic  Senate  Chierftaln 
Lyndon  Johnson  wisely  said  the  other  nJeht, 
we  should  be  demanding  “an  open  cur^n 
for  full  discussion”  and  insisting  on  “tM 
right  to  state  our  case  on  disarmament  1:^ 
detail  to  the  Soviet  people.”  We  need,  he 
said,  a  policy  “not  just  of  open  skies”  buli 
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'‘o^)pen  eyes,  ears,  and  minds  for  all  peo- 
plesNof  the  world.”  Yet  we  have  blunder- 
ingly^lowed  the  Russians  to  pose  as  cham¬ 
pions  free  debate  while  Messrs.  Eisen¬ 
hower,  l^aney,  and  others  mumble  discon¬ 
solate  critNues  of  CBS. 

Frozen  nainds  cry  that  debate  .  with 
Khrushchev  ^  as  worthless  as  debate  with 
Adolph  Hitler Nould  have  been.  They  miss 
the  point  that  we  Soviet  thrust  is  increas¬ 
ingly  being  press^  in  ideological  terms,  and 
that  the  nature  orVnuclear  weapons  has  al¬ 
tered  all  the  dime^ions  of  international 
conflict.  In  vast  u^ommitted  areas  the 
Communist  mystique  i^nfinitely  more  pow¬ 
erful,  complex,  and  subtle  than  nazism  ever 
was,  and  it  must  be  meV  with  something 
more  than  strident  militaryNposturings. 

The  CBS  Khrushchev  Int^view  set  the 
stage  for  a  momentous  intern^ional  debate 
in  which  able  democratic  spok^men  could 
have  exposed  the  last  myths  of  Opmmunlst 
despotism.  Mr.  K’s  comments  onNHungary 
alone  could  have  provided  the  text  fcr  dev¬ 
astating  counterattack.  But  our  stark  seem 
determined  to  remain  coyly  in  the  i^ngs, 
talking  to  themselves. 


LABOR’S  DILEMMA 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  include  in 
the  body  of  the  Congressional  Record 
a  most  illuminating  section  from  the 
report  of  Norman  Zukowsky,  gemeral 
secretary-treasurer,  to  the  Eighth  Regu¬ 
lar  Convention  of  the  International 
Leather  Goods,  Plastics,  and  Novelty 
Workers’  Union  at  Atlantic  City,  N.  J. 

I  particularly  want  to  call  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  by  Mr.  Zukowsky  that  genuine  and 
bonafide  friends  of  the  labor  movement 
bring  forth  legislation  which  will  seek 
to  prevent  dishonesty,  dictatorship,  and 
embezzlement  in  the  labor  movement — 
lest  the  enemies  of  labor  impose  puni¬ 
tive  bills  that  would  impede  the  ability 
of  our  trade  unions  to  protect  the  liv¬ 
ing  standards  and  working  conditions  of 
their  members. 

Mr.  Zukowsky  and  his  associates  have 
made  a  significant  recommendation, 
which  I  believe  merits  the  attention  of 
thoughtful  and  fair  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Labor’s  Dilemma 

The  labor  movement  as  a  whole  faces 
rlod  when  hysteria,  born  of  the  revel^ons 
by  the  Senate  committee  probing  rac^teers, 
threatens  to  engulf  the  Nation  and  lead 
to  ultrarestriotive,  punitive  leglsJMlve  ac¬ 
tion  that  will  cripple  the  legitimate  trade 
unions  as  much — or  perhap^ even  more 
so — than  the  corrupt  ones  viTgAdh.  are  a  mi¬ 
nority. 

We  can  deplore  the  findings  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee:  unfortu^tely  however,  we 
can  neither  Ignore  thiwi  nor  deny  them. 
For  the  ugly  fact  isXhat  corruption  and 
racketeering  does  ex^  in  some  unions  today. 
It  has  deep  lootsy  The  labor  movement, 
prior  to  the  cvr^nt  outcry,  did  not  clean 
its  own  house. 

So  even  as  ^e  point  a  suspicious  finger 
at  the  antll^Sor  bias  of  many  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  namibers  and  speculate  (perhaps 
correctly  the  long  rim)  about  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  tough  laws,  we  must  admit  that 
witho^  this  committee,  without  its  ex¬ 
posure.  without  the  "climate”  It  helped  to 
cre^e,  the  APL-CIO  Itself  would  not  have 
able  to  move  against  the  crooks  and 
teers  within  Its  ranks. 


Our  old  and  esteemed  frienS,  David  Du- 
binsky,  president  of  the  powerful  Interna¬ 
tional  Ladies  Garment  Workers  Union,  made 
that  fact  clear  in  a  ringing  speech  in  April 
•“on  the  boardwalk  of  Atlantic  City  when  he 
appeared  at  the  UAW  convention. 

Dubinsky  said,  in  no  uncertain  terms, 
that  the  AFL-CIO  would  never  have  been 
able  to  clean  up  except  for  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittees.  He  pointed  out  that  the  exposures 
of  the  Douglas  committee  on  the  looting  of 
welfare  funds  provided  the  only  evidence 
on  which  labor  was  able  to  move  against 
3  corrupt  internationals  and  2  crooked  Fed¬ 
eral  labor  unions.  He  conceded  that  the  ac¬ 
tions  against  Beck  would  have  been  impossi¬ 
ble  without  the  facts  unearthed  by  the  Mc¬ 
Clellan  committee.  The  AFL-CIO  had  not 
made  its  own  investigation;  it  had  no  other 
evidence. 

There  are  fears  which  I  share,  that  the 
exposures  .of  the  McClellan  committee — - 
documented  though  they  are;  undeniable 
though  they  may  be — may  do  all  of  labor 
Irreparable  harm  before  the  storm  dies 
down.  This  fear  runs  through  many  sections 
of  the  labor  movement.  Including  many 
which  are  violently  antiracketeering. 

There  is,  I  believe,  only  one  way  to  cope 
with  this  problem.  The  answer  is  not,  of 
’  ourse,  to  fight  the  committee  because  it 
hii^  dug  up  facts  which  embarrass  us.  The 
ari^er  is  not  to  say  that  after  all,  industry 
is  corrupt  too.  (I  believe  that  to  be  trj 
but  iK  does  not  alter  the  fact  that  sgme 
sectlonXof  labor  are  corrupt  or  crookec 

The  answer  is,  I  believe,  in  an  Intejtlgent 
counter-oMnsive  by  the  decent  f^ces  in 
labor,  politr^l  and  community  \^e.  This 
counteroffen^e  must  be  predicted  on  an 
acceptance  of^Uie  fact  that  eruption  in¬ 
side  labor  has.  grown  to  thy  point  where 
labor  alone  cann^  effectively  root  it  out. 
Labor  must  have  addition^  tools — in  this 
Instance,  legislatlonNto  ^sist  it.  But  the 
tools  must  be  of  a  km^  that  are  made  by 
persons  sympathetic  y^th  the  desire  of 
legitimate  labor  to  /6em  out  the  crooks. 
They  must  not  be/vools  Nhich  hack  away 
at  the  good  and  bM  at  once' 

There  are  many  sober  miiife  in  Congress 
grappling  wityThis  problem  Mday.  There 
are  men  wly  wholeheartedly  support  the 
basic  aims yof  decent  labor  whX  want  to 
help  the  Pinions  devise  the  rlghtVkind  of 
laws — Ians  that  will  hit  at  the  corrupt  but 
not  in^re  the  clean  unions. 

Thyleaders  of  legitimate  labor  must  Meet 
with'  these  men  of  the  stripe  of  a  Dick  N^- 
BycER  or  a  Wayne  Morse,  of  Oregon;  or  m 
kNamara,  of  Michigan;  or  a  Javits  or  an'' 
:vES,  of  New  York,  or  a  Kennedy,  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  to  name  but  a  few,  and  jointly 
come  up  with  proper  recommendations  for 
laws. 

'  For  one  fact  is  clear — and  it  would  be  sui¬ 
cidal  for  the  leaders  of  American  labor  to 
sidestep  it — there  will  be  laws  aimed  at 
curbing  crooked  unions.  There  is  no  way  of 
stopping  this  trend,  in  my  opinion. 

It  is  no  longer  a  question  of  whether  or 
not  laws — it  is  solely  a  question  of  what  kind 
of  laws. 

I  hope  that  the  Meanys,  Reuthers,  Dubln- 
skys,  Potofskys,  and  other  forward-looking 
national  leaders  of  American  labor  will  take 
the  lead  in  initiating  a  national  conference 
with  Important  legislators  from  both  parties 
in  both  Houses  of  Congress — honest  con¬ 
servatives  and  honest  liberals  alike — for  the 
purpose  of  drawing  up  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  the  laws  that  must  come. 

Only  in  that  way  do  I  envision  avoiding 
the  kind  of  blunderbuss  bill  which  would  in¬ 
discriminately  hit  all  unions — good  and  bad. 
And  only  in  that  way  can  labor  win  the  re¬ 
spect  of  the  community  as  a  whole,  without 
which  we  cannot  fulfill  our  traditional  his¬ 
toric  mission  as  a  force  for  good  for  our 
members  and  for  the  State,  city,  or  village 
in  which  we  live  and  work. 


The  theme  of  these  comments  has,  as  you 
have  noted,  been  political.  This  was  delib¬ 
erate,  for  labor  must — more  than  ever 
fore — participate  in  the  political  arena  ^d 
I  not  just  to  act  as  a  check  and  balance  aga^st 
the  extremists  who  will  try  to  use  the  Mc¬ 
Clellan  findings  for  hysterical  purposes, 
but  literally  to  safeguard  the  gai^  union 
members  have  made  through  the y^ars. 

What  is  gained  today  in  a  urdon  contract 
can  be  wiped  out  tomorrow  by  some  piece 
of  repressive  legislation.  A  hard-won  stand¬ 
ard  on  one  level  can  be  off^  by  a  reaction¬ 
ary  State  legislature,  for  ej^mple,  which  can 
rewrite  some  statute. 

The  point  needs  no  ^boration  here.  You 
all  know  what  I  meaxy  And  the  sudden  rash 
of  so-called  right-to^ork  laws  in  State  after 
State — and  the  introduction  of  national  law 
of  that  kind  in  Crongress — is  just  the  open¬ 
ing  gun. 

If  we  sit  ba^  and  hope  to  live  as  a  union 
solely  on  th^basis  of  a  union  contract,  we 
are  not  on^ in  for  a  rude  a'<(fakening  but  we 
do  not  de^rve  to  be  invested  with  the  re- 
spojnsibUltles  of  administering  our  union, 
Polkic>n  apathy  is  political  suicide  today. 


SAISER  STEEL.  CORP.  EXPANSION 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  most  astounding  aspects  of  the  tre¬ 
mendous  population  growth  and  indus¬ 
trial  development  in  California,  and  in 
the  West  generally,  during  and  since 
World  War  II  has  been  the  development 
of  new  industries  and  the  utilization  of 
resources  on  the  Pacific  coast  and  in  the 
Mountain  States. 

Only  a  century  ago,  California  was  the 
American  frontier.  Today,  with  a  pop¬ 
ulation  approaching  15  million,  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  a  vital  and  integral  factor  in 
the  entire  American  economy. 

Much  of  the  amazing  development  of 
the  past  two  decades  can  be  traced  to 
the  establishment  of  completely  new  in¬ 
dustries.  And  as  such  new  ventures 
prospered,  other  activities  started  and 
flourished  until  today  California  is  the 
source  of  a  great  variety  of  products 
shipped  all  over  our  Nation  and  all 
around  the  world. 

An  impressive  example  of  the  constant 
expansion  of  our  western  economy  was 
an  announcement  recently  that  the 
Kaiser  Steel  Corp.,  a  company  which  has 
^contributed  in  a  host  of  ways  to  the  in- 
iustrial  progress  of  California,  will  in¬ 
crease  an  expansion  program  which  had 
be^budgeted  at  $113  million  by  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $81  million, 

Thi^ndertaking  is  emphatic  proof,  I 
believe,  e»f  the  pace  at  which  California 
is  forgingVhead.  When  the  Kaiser  pro¬ 
gram  is  completed,  the  capacity  of  the 
West’s  biggesK;  steel  producer  will  be  vir¬ 
tually  doubled\  A  plant  first  constructed 
in  the  early  daA  of  World  War  II,  in  an 
area  devoted  to  ertrus  growing  and  other 
types  of  agricultur^t  will  have  the  abil¬ 
ity  to  turn  out  3  nui|Iion  tons  annually 
and  supply  materials  v^ich  are  in  great 
demand  and  essential  Co  the  expanding 
economy  of  California  am^our  neighbor¬ 
ing  States  as  well. 

The  new  undertaking  is'touly  ambi¬ 
tious.  It  is  evidence  of  f^^  in  the 
future,  and  proof  that  the  c^pany’s 
earlier  confidence  was  justified  The 
increased  program  will  provide  lN(^er’s 
plant  at  Fontana  in  San  Bernaxflino 
County,  not  far  from  my  own  home  cc 
munity,  with  a  fourth  blast  furnace,^ 
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19. 


20. 
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Began  debate  on  H.R,  8090,  the  public  vorks  appropriation  bill  for  19^» 
^73-82  / 


eived  from  the  President  supplemental  appropriation  estimates  £c 

_ various  agencies  (H.  Doc,  198);  to  Appropriations  Committee.  858 7 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-H.E.W.  appropriation 

bill  for  1958.  Senate  Conferees  were  appointed  June  12,  p.  8538 

17,  PERS01>INEL,  Received  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission  a  proposed  b^ll  to 

provide  Federa\  contributions  and  authorize  payroll  deductions  fj/v  prepaid 
health  insuranc^for  Federal  employees  and  their  dependents;  t^Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service\Conimittee.  p,  8587  / 

18.  PROPERTY;  PEANUTS;  A^EAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  Com^ttee  ordered 

reported  the  follox-rL^  bills:  p,  D544  / 

H.R.  8030,  to  amend  th^^Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1^8  so  as  to  provide 
that  acreage  placed  in  the  soil  bank  shall  be  cou^ed  as  a  part  of  total 
acreage  for  purpose^of  establishing  future  acreage  allotments  for  the 
farm; 

5570,  to  amend  the  Agri>cultural  Adjustment  Act^of  1938  so  as  to  remove 
green  peanuts  from  the  i^rketing  penalty  pro^sions; 

6764,  to  amend  the  act  oAjune  24,  1936,  so/as  to  delete  the  requirement 
for  reports  from  persons  o^ing  or  operating  peanut  picking  or  threshing 
machines ; 

2259,  to  provide  for  the  con-v^ance  of ^  small  tract  of  FHA  land  in 
Prairie  Co. ,  Ark, ,  to  private  ipdivid^als. 

FLOOD  CONTROL.  Reps,  Rogers,  Mass.,  an^^hilbin  urged  additional  funds  for 
flood  control  measures  on  the  Merrimacl(nRiver  in  Nev;  England,  pp.  8582-83 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Tollefson  criti^'zed  action  of  the  State  Department  in 
announcing  '"that  public  hearings  wMl  be  heVd  on  June  18,  by  the  Committee 
for  Reciprocity  Information  relative  to  freeWng  for  an  unspecified  period 
the  United  States  right  to  modify  or  withdrav/Niariff  concessions  made  in 
conjunction  with  the  General  A^eement  on  Tari«s  and  Trade,  or  GATT,  except 
under  certain  conditions.”  p/^ 8584  \ 

Received  a  Calif.  Legi^ature  memorial  favoring  controls  on  the  import 
of  dried  figs  and  fig  past^  p.  3588 
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21.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Se^.  Johnson  inserted  an  editorial  discussing  water  problems 
and  stating  that  th^prevention  of  siltation  of  lakes  is  k  serious  problem  and 


that  it  involves  wi/ue- spread  soil  conservation  practices. 


A4808 


22.  LIBRARY  SERVICES^/  Sen,  Church  spoke  in  favor  of  the  $5  millior  ppropriated 
for  the  grant syin-aid  for  the  rural  library  services,  and  ins€  ed  a  letter 
describing  pl/ms  that  are  being  made  in  Idaho  to  implement  thi  program,  p. 
A4803 


23.  PERSONNEL; /EXTENSION  SERVICE,  Rop,  Cooley  commended  this  Department  tjor 

bestov/iM  Superior  Service  awards  to  David  S,  Weaver,  Ext.  Service,  RA;|.eigh, 

N.  C. , yand  Horace  D.  Godfrey,  ASC,  Raleigh,  N.  C. .  p.  A4814 

24.  FORESetY;  SOIL  BANI\.  Rep.  Sikes  spoke  in  favor  of  the  tree-planting 

un^r  the  soil  bank,  stressed  the  need  for  the  $5  million  for  nursery  opercrtlon 
and  development,  and  stated  there  is  justification  for  the  funds  that  have  been 
requested,  pp,  A4815-7 
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i'ARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Vursell  inserted  an  editorial,  "Agricultural  Revolt  Brewing 
hi  Congress,"  covering  a  statement  by  the  Secretary  on  the  farm  problem,  p. 
pVy  A4823 

Rep.  Teague  inserted  an  editorial,  "The  Unmentioned  Famous  Letter  of 
Bens6n  to  Ellender,"  and  stated  that  "'because  some  people  consider  this 
letteA>pne  of  the  most  unusual  and  important  pronouncements  to  be  made  b*’  a 
SecretaW  of  Agriculture  in  the  last  25  years,'  I  am  having  this  insei 
pp.  A482^9 


26.  FLOOD  C0WTR0L\  Rep.  Rogers  inserted  her  testimony  before  the  AppMpriations 

Committee  on  the  Merrimack  River  flood-control  project,  also  a  Tetter  from  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  pp.  A4825-7 


BILLS  IHTRODUCED 


27.  PERSONNEL.  S.  2317,  b\Sen.  Clark,  to  establish  a  comm^sion  to  study  and 

revise  the  present  com^nsation  system  for  civilian  s^aried  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government,  to  amend  the  compensation  sched^e  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949;  to  Post  Offi^  and  Civil  Service  Com^ilttee.  Remarks  of  author. 
pp.  8444-5  \ 

H.R.  8227,  by  Rep.  Portei:;.  to  amend  sectip^  6  of  the  act  of  August  24, 
1912,  as  amended,  v/ith  respectN^o  the  recogni/tion  of  organizations  of  postal 
and  Federal  employees;  to  Post  Office  and  Qivil  Service  Committee. 


23.  COTTON.  H.R.  3222,  by  Rep.  Hagen,  t\  provide  an  alternative  acreage  adjustment 
and  price  support  program  for  the  19s4/crop  of  cotton;  to  Agriculture  Committee 
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29.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  H.R.  l9«^,  and  other  bills  to  extend 

Public  Law  480  for  two  years  md  authorize  bWter  transactions  with  satelite 
countries.  House  Agriculture  Committee. 


30.  NOMINATIONS;  FOREIGN  TRAD^  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Tilomination  of  Roy  R.  Rubottom, 
Jr. ,  to  be  Assistant  S^retary  of  State  for  Inter-Aiperican  A.ffairs.  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Con5j(ittee. 
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31.  FOREIGN  AID.  Fore^n  Policy  and  Mutual  Security.  (Bound  with  H.  Rept.  551.) 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee.  ^ 
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June  19:  Es^blishing  wilderness  preservation  system,  S.  Interior  (nE  die  to 
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gaatleman  from  Illmois  [Mr.  Keeney] 
therefore  senior.  Under  the  niles 
and^ecedents  of  the  House,  the  Chair 
theref^e  must  recognize  the  gentleman 
from  Viiieinia  [Mr.  Poff]. 

The  Cle^  will  report  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  offHrpd  by  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia.  \ 

The  Clerk  r^d  as  follows: 

Mr.  Poff  move^o  recommit  the  bill  H.  R. 
6127  to  the  Comh^ttee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  instructions  t^  report  the  bill  bade 
forthwith  the  follownag  amendment:  Page 
10,  line  5,  afer  the  word  “order”  strike  out 
the  period,  insert  a  senamolon  and  add  the 
following:  “Provided,  Th^  in  all  cases  of 
contempt  arising  under  tM  laws  of  the 
United  States  governing  the  i^uance  of  in¬ 
junctions  or  restraining  orders\n  any  action 
or  proceding  Instituted  und^  this  act, 
and  the  act  or  thing  done  or  ondtted  also 
constitutes  a  criminal  affense  undeXany  Act 
of  Congress,  or  under  the  laws  of  aiW  State 
In  which  it  was  done  or  omitted,  wVe  ac¬ 
cused  sh^ll  enjoy  the  right  to  a  speed^and 
public  trial  by  an  Impartial  Jury  of  the  Su^ 
and  district  wherein  the  contempt  shall  haXe 
been  committed.  \ 

“This  proviso  shall  not  apply  to  contempts 
committed  in  the  presence  of  the  court  or  so 
near  thereto  as  to  Interfere  directly  with  the 
administration  of  Justice  nor  to  the  misbe¬ 
havior,  misconduct  or  -disobedience  of  any 
officer  of  the  court  in  respect  to  the  writs, 
orders,  or  process  of  the  court.” 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  malte 
the  point  of  order  that  the  wording  of 
the  motion  to  recommit  is  not  germane 
to  the  bill.  We  have  already  debated 
the  germaneness  of  the  wording  of  this 
motion  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
But,  I  have  this  additional  observation 
to  make,  which  was  not  made,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  during  the  debate,  namely,  that  this 
proposed  amendment  is  to  the  act,  where 
as  it  is  inserted  as  an  amendment  to  a 
section  of  the  act.  It  is  sought  to  insert 
this  in  part  HI  of  the  bill  only  at  page 
10,  line  5,  but  it  purports  to  be  an 
amendment  to  the  entire  act.  We  had  a 
similar  situation  presented  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  consideration  of  this  mat¬ 
ter  and  the  ‘Chair  ruled  in  Committee 
that  because  the  wording  was  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  section,  but  was  worded  as 
an  amendment  to  the  act,  that  it  was  not 
germane.  I  urge  that  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  were  to  the  act,  as  it  purports 
be,  it  would  have  to  be  at  some  otlnw 
point  in  the  bill  and  could  not  be/an 
amendment  to  the  act  in  the  miladle 
of  one  of  the  sections  of  the  act.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  ilK  ready 
to  rule.  / 

This  same  question  was  raised  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  j/n  the  same 
amendment.  The  vei-y  enable  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Islan^lMr.  Porand], 
Chairman  of  the  Cpnunittee  of  the 
Whole,  overruled  the ^int  of  order  after 
having  heard  all  th^debate.  The  pres¬ 
ent  occupant  of  tire  Chair,  having  read 
all  of  the  debat^mid  having  heard  most 
of  it,  reafflrms^e  decision  of  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the -Gmnmittee  of  the  Whole  in 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  and,  there¬ 
fore,  overrules  the  point  of  order. 

Ml'.  CHLLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  prejinous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

Thre  previous  question  was  ordered. 

Tme  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
Ure  motion  to  recommit. 


Mr.  POFF.  Ml'.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  158,  nays  251,  answered 
“present”  6,  not  voting  18,  as  follows; 

I  Roll  No.  112] 

YEAS— 158 


Abbitt 

Gary 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Abernethy 

Gathings 

Passman 

Adair 

Grant 

Patman 

Albert 

Gregory 

Perkins 

Alexander 

Gross 

Pilcher 

Alger 

Gwlnn 

Pillion 

Andersen, 

Haley 

Poage 

H.  Carl 

Hardy 

Poff 

Andresen, 

Harris 

Polk 

August  H. 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Preston 

Andrews 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rains 

Ashmore 

Hays,  Ark. 

Ray 

Barden 

Hebert 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Hemphill 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Beckworth 

Herlong 

Riley 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hlestand 

Rivers 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hoffman 

Roberts 

Blitch 

Huddleston 

Robeson,  Va. 

Boggs 

Hull 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Bonner 

Hyde 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bow 

Ikard 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Boykin 

Jarman 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bray 

Jennings 

Rutherford 

mrooks,  La. 

Jensen 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Ifcooks,  Tex. 

Johansen 

Selden  > 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jonas 

Shuford  / 

Br*hlU 

Jones,  Ala. 

Sikes  / 

Bud^ 

Jones,  Mo. 

Siler  / 

Burlewn 

Keeney 

Smith,  K^s. 

Byrd  \ 

Kllburn 

Smith,  ^ss. 

Chelf  \ 

Kilday 

SmlthyVa. 

ChenowetX 

Kilgore 

Smitbf  Wis. 

Clevenger  \ 

Kltcbln 

Spejrce 

Cole  \ 

Knox 

T^r 

Colmer  \ 

^andrum 

^ague,  Tex. 

Cooley 

’^nham 

rfhomas 

Cooper 

Dennon  / 

'Thompson,  La. 

Cramer 

Ldtog  / 

Thompson,  Tex, 

Davis,  Ga. 

Loser  / 

Thornberry 

Davis,  Tenn. 

McMiUan  / 

Trimble 

Devereux 

MahoX/ 

Tuck 

Dies 

Marshall^ 

Van  Pelt 

Dom,  S.  C. 

Masoy  >. 

Vinson 

Dowdy 

MatUfewsX 

Watts 

Durham 

Miner,  NebrS. 

Weaver 

Edmondson 

Miner,  N.  Y.  \ 

Whitener 

Elliott 

Mills  > 

kWhitten 

Bvins 

^orrls 

Williams,  Miss. 

Pascell  y 

Morrison 

l^lls 

Fisher  / 

Moulder 

Wnastead 

Flynt  / 

Natcher 

Wri^t 

Forrester / 

Neal 

Younk 

E^untai^ 

Nicholson 

Fraziey 

NorreU 

NAYS— 251 

Ad^nizio 

Canfield 

Donohue  \ 

fjleo.,  Calif. 

Cannon 

Dooley  \ 

Xiien,  m. 

Carnahan 

Dom,  N.  Y.  ' 

\Anderson, 

Carrigg 

Doyle 

Mont. 

Cederberg 

Dwyer 

Anfuso 

Celler 

Eberharter 

Arends 

Chamberlain 

Engle 

Ashley 

Chlperfield 

Fallon 

AspWall 

Auchincloss 

Christopher 

Farbstein 

Chudoff 

Feighan 

Avery 

Church 

Fenton 

Ayres 

Clark 

Fino 

Baldwin 

Coad 

Flood 

Baring 

Coffin 

Fogarty 

Barrett 

Collier 

Forand 

Ba.ss,  N.  H. 

Corbett 

Ford 

Bates 

Coudert 

Frelinghuysen 

Baumhart 

Cretella 

Friedel 

Becker 

Cunningham, 

Fulton 

Belcher 

Iowa 

Garmatz 

Betts 

Cunningham, 

Gavin 

Blatnik 

Nebr. 

George 

Boland 

Curtin 

Gordon 

Bolling 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Granahan 

Bolton 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Gray 

Bosch 

Dague 

Green,  Oreg. 

Boyle 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Green,  Pa. 

Breeding 

Dawson,  Utah 

Griffiths 

Broomfield 

Delaney 

Gubser 

Brown,  Mo. 

Dellay 

Hagen 

Brown,  Ohio 

Dempsey 

Hale 

Brownson 

Dennison 

Halleck 

Buckley 

Denton 

Harden 

Burdick 

Derounian 

Harvey 

Bush 

Diggs 

Haskell 

Byrne,  HI, 

Dlngell 

Hays,  Ohio 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Dixon 

Healey 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Dolllnger 

Henderson 

Heselton 

Martin 

Saylor 

Hill 

May 

Schenck  / 

Hoeven  * 

Meader 

Schwengel/ 

Holifleld 

Merrow 

Scott, 

Holland 

Metcalf 

Scrlvne/r 

Holmes 

Michel 

Bcudt^ 

Holt 

Miller,  Calif. 

SeelvArown 

Horan 

Minshall 

She^an 

Hosmer 

Montoya 

Shelley 

James 

Moore 

Sneppard 

Jenkins 

Morano 

^leminskl 

Johnson 

Morgan  J 

'Simpson,  Pa. 

Judd 

Moss  / 

Sisk 

Karsten 

Multer  / 

Smith,  Calif. 

Kearney 

Mumma  / 

Springer 

Kearns 

Nimtz  y 

Staggers 

Keating 

NorblatK 

Stauffer 

Kee 

O  Briofi,  Dl. 

Sullivan 

Kelley,  Pa. 

O’B^n,  N.  Y. 

Talle 

Kelly.  N.  Y. 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Taylor 

Keogh 

OjKonski 

Teague,  Calif. 

King 

CTNeUl 

Teller 

Kirwan 

/OameTB 

Tewes 

Kluczynskl 

/  Ostertag 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Knutson  / 

'  Patterson 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Krueger  / 

Pelly 

Tollefson 

Laird  / 

Pfost 

Udall 

Lane  / 

Philbin 

Ullman 

Lankfora 

Porter 

Vanik 

Lath<yn 

Powell 

Van  Zandt 

LeCompte 

Price 

Vorys 

Lesmski 

Prouty 

Vursell 

Upscomb 

Rabaut 

Walnwright 

McCarthy 

Radwan 

Westland 

McCormack 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Wharton 

McCulloch 

Reed 

Widnall 

McDonough 

Reuss 

Wier 

McFall 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Wigglesworth 

McGregor 

Riehlman 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Meintire 

Rodino 

Wilson,  Ind. 

MeVey 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Withrow 

Macdonald 

Rooney 

Wolverton 

Mack,  lU. 

Roosevelt 

Yates 

Mack,  Wash. 

Sadlak 

Younger 

Madden 

Santangelo 

Zablockl 

Magnuson 

St.  George 

Zelenko 

Mailliard 

Saund 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 6 

Berry 

Jackson 

Steed 

Hess 

MUler,  Md. 

Utt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-18 

Bailey 

Hillings 

Machrowicz 

Baker 

Holtzman 

Murray 

Beamer 

Kean 

Scherer 

Bentley 

McConnell 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Bowler 

McGovern 

Walter 

Griffin 

McIntosh 

Wfiliams,  N.  Y. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Baker  for,  with  Mr.  Kean  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  wltb  Mr.  Hillings  against. 

Mr.  Steed  for,  with  Mr.  Machrowicz  against. 

Mr.  Murray  for,  with  Mr.  Holtzman  against, 
k  Mr.  Jackson  for,  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
%prk  against. 

1^.  Berry  for,  with  Mr.  Beamer  against. 

1^.  Hess  for,  with  Mr.  Simpson  of  Illinois 
again^. 

Mr.  l^ller  of  Maryland  for,  with  Mr.  Mc- 
Connelnagainst. 

UntU  farther  notice: 

Mr.  Baileyk^lth  Mr.  Bentley. 

Mr.  Walter Ntith  Mr.  Griffin. 

Mr.  McGoverk  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Bowler  wiTO  Mr.  McIntosh. 

Mr.  STEED,  ^r.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  Mr.  Machrowicb.  If  he  were  pres¬ 
ent  he  would  have  v(^d  "nay.”  I  voted 
“yea.”  I  withdraw  nV  vote  and  vote 
“present.”  \ 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  Sp^ker,  I  have 
a  live  pair  with  the  gen^man  from 
New  York,  Mr.  WilliamsX  I  voted 
“yea.”  If  he  were  present  he  w^ld  have 
voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my  ^e  and 
vote  “present.”  \ 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  ^live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  California, 

>  \ 
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Ml’.  Beamer.  Had 
/ould  have  voted 
^hdi’aw  my  vote 

Sp^ker,  I  voted 


Mr.  HiLLiNds.  If  he  were  present  he 
would  have  vJtted  “nay.”  I  voted  “yea.” 
I  withdraw  myVote  and  vote  “present.” 

Mr.  BERRY,  ^^r.  Speaker,  I  voted 
“yea.”  I  have  a  h^e  pair  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  India) 

he  been  present  he\vould  have  voted 
“nay.”  I  therefore 
and  vote  “present.” 

Mr.  HESS.  Mr, 

“yea.”  I  have  a  live  pair  Vith  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  SiWson.  Had 
he  been  present  he  would  have  voted 
“nay.”  I  therefore  withdraw\ny  vote 
and  vote  “present.” 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland^  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  voted  “yea.”  I  have  k  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Mr.  McConnell.  Had  he  bei^n 
present  he  would  have  voted  “nay. 
therefore  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote' 
“present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Ml-.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  My  inquiry  is  this, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Can  the  Speaker  inform 
the  House  when  the  bill  will  be  mes¬ 
saged  to  the  Senate  after  the  passage  of 
the  measure? 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  a  question 
the  Chair  had  put  to  him  today  in  a 
press  conference,  and  he  did  not  enjoy 
any  part  of  it.  This  bill  is  going  to  take 
the  same  course  as  every  other  bill  that 
is  passed.  ,  Any  suggestion  from  any 
source  that  it  might  be  held  up  is  ut¬ 
terly  unjustified. 

Mr.  KEATING.  A  further  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  the  bill  in  its 
ordinary  course  go  to  the  Senate  on  the 
same  day  it  is  passed? 

The  SPEAKER.  If  it  is  engrossed  it 
does. 

The  question  is  on  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  286,  nays  126,  answere< 
“present”  2,  not  voting  19,  as  follows:^ 
[Roll  No.  113] 

YEAS— 286 


Adair 
Addonizio 
Allen.  Calif. 
Allen.  Ill. 
Andersen, 

H.  Carl 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Andresen, 
August  H. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley 
Asplnall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass.  N.  H. 
Bates 

Eaumhart  / 


Becker 
Belcher 
Berry 
Betts 
Blatnlk 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breedln 
Brooralfeld 
Brov^,  Mo. 
Br^n,  Ohio 
BniVnson 
ackley 
Burdick 
^Bush 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Til, 
Byrne,  Pa. 


Byrnes./Vis. 
Canfl^ 
Cannon 
Carj^han 

C^lgg 
Ederberg 
Ueller 

Chamberlain 

Chenoweth 

Chiperfleld 

Christopher 

Chudoff 

Church 

Clark 

Coad 

Coffin 

Cole 

Collier 

Corbett 

Coudert 

Cretella 

Cunningham, 

Iowa 


Cunningham, 

Nebr. 

Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Dague 
Dawson,  Ill. 
Dawson,  Utah 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dempsey 
Dennison 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Diggs 
Dlngell 
Dixon 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dooley 
Dorn,  N.  Y. 
Doyle 
Dwyer 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Engle 
vPaUon 
farbstein 
eighan 
F^toa 
Flnl 
Flooi 
Fogar 
Forand 
Ford 

Frelinghuygen 
Fried  el 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Gavin 
George 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Griffiths 

Gubser 

Gwinn 

Hagen 

Hale 

Halleck 

Harden 

Harrison,  Nebr. 
Harvey 
Haskell 
Hays,  Ohio 
Healey 
Henderson 
Heselton 
Hess 
Hlestand 
Hill 
Hoeven 
Hollfield 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holt 
Horan 
Hosm 
Hyd 

Jayson 
James 


Abbitt 

Abernethy 

Albert 

Alexander 

Alger 

Andrews 

Ashmore 

Barden 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Beckworth 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Blitch 

Boggs 

Bonner 

Boykin 

Brooks,  La. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Broyhill 

Budge 

Burleson 

Chelf 

Clevenger 

Colmer 

Cooley 

Cooper 

Cramer 

Davis,  Ga. 


Jenkins 

Johnson 

Judd 

Karsten 

Kearney 

Kearns 

Keating 

Kee 

Kelley.  Pa. 
Kelly,  N.  Y. 
Keogh 
King 
Kirwan 
Kluczynskl 
Knox 
Knutson 
Krueger 
Laird 
Lane 
Lankford 
Latham 
LeCompte 
Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McFall 
McGregor 
Mclntire 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Mack,  Ill. 
Mack,  Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mallliard 
Marshall 
Martin 
ay 

eader 
rrow 
M^alf 
MlchPl 
MiileX  Calif. 
Mlller.'Md. 
Miller,  Nebr. 
Miller,  n: 
Mlnshall 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morano 
Morgan 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Mumms 
Neal 

Nicl^son 
Nitmz 
N^rblad 
Brien,  Ill. 
'Brlen,  N.  Y. 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O'Konski 
O'Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 

NAYS— 126 

Davis,  Tenn. 
Dies 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Dowdy 

Durham 

Elliott 

Elvins 

Fascell 

Fisher 

Flynt 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Gary 

Ga  things 

Grant 

Gregory 

Gross 

Haley 

Hardy 

Harris 

Harrison.  Va, 

Hays.  Ark. 

Hebert 

Hemphill 

Herlong 

Hofifman 

Huddleston 

Hull 


Pillion 
Polk 
Porter 
Powell 
Price 
Prouty 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Reece,  Tenn. 
Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 
Reuss 

Rhodes.  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman 
Robsion,  Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Mass. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Sadlak 
Santangelo 
St.  George 
Saund 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Schwengel 
Scott,  Pa. 
Scrlvner 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Siler 

Simpson,  Pa. 
Sisk 

Smith,  Calif. 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
Sullivan 
Talle 
Taylor 

Teagii^  Calif. 
Telle 
Te\ 

Tompson,  N.  J. 

lomson,  Wyo. 
tollefson 
^Udall 
JUman 
anik 
van  Pelt 
Van^andt 
Vory! 

Vursel 
Wainwfight 
Weaver 
Westland 
Wharton 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson,  Calif. 
Wilson,  Ind. 
Withrow 
Wolverton 
Yates 
Younger 
Zablockl 
Zelenko 


Ikard 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Keeney 
Kilburn 
KUday 
Kilgore 
Kltchln 
Landrum 
Lanham 
Lennon 
Long 
Loser 
McMillan 
Mahon 
Mason 
Matthews 
Mills 
Morris 
Morrison 
Natcher 
Norrell 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Passman 

Patman 


Pilcher 

Poage 

Poll 

Preston 

Rains 

Bay 

Riley 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Robeson,  Va, 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Rutherford 


Scott,  N.  C. 

Selden 
Shuford 
Sikes 

Smith,  Kans. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Smith,  Va. 

Smith,  Wls. 

Spence 
Taber 

Teague,  Tex. 

Thomas 
Thompson,  La. 

ANSWERED  “PRESE^”— 2 
Steed  /utt 


Thompson,  Tex. 
Thomberry 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Vinson 
Watts 
Whitener/ 
Whltter 
Willlaafe,  Miss. 
Wlllla 
Wli^ead 
Wr^ht 
■^ung 


NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Bailey 

Holtzmay 

Murray 

Baker 

Jensen  / 

Scherer 

Beamer 

Kean  / 

Simpson,  m. 

Bentley 

McC^nell 

Walter 

Bowler 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Griffin 

Mointosh 

Hillings 

Machrowicz 

So  the  bill 

/was  passed. 

The  ClevK 

;  announced 

the  following 

pairs: 

On  vote: 

Mr.  Ifcan  for,  with  Mr.  Baker  against. 
Mry/Hlllings  for,  with  Mr.  Utt  against. 

IL  Machrowicz  for,  with  Mr.  Stead  against. 
Ir.  Bailey  for,  with  Mr.  Murray  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Holtzman  witl^Mr.  Bentley. 

Mr.  Walter  with  Mr.  McIntosh. 

Mr.  McGovern  with  Mr.  Grifliu. 

Mr.  Bowler  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  STEED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan,  Mr.  Machrowicz.  If  he  were 
present,  he  would  have  voted  “yea.”  I 
voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present.” 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  California, 
Mr.  Hillings,  If  he  were  present,  he 
would  have  voted  “yea.”  I  voted  “nay.” 
1  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  FIS¬ 
CAL  YEAR  1958 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferees:  Messrs.  Fogarty,  Lan¬ 
ham,  Denton,  Cannon,  Taber,  and  Laird. 

WAIVING  PROVISION  OF  ^MIGRA¬ 
TION  AND  NATIONALITxN^CT  IN 
BEHALF  OP  CERTAIN  ALI&S 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Speaker,  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from^Vhe 
Speaker’s  desk  the  resolution  (H.  J.  Rte. 
274)  to  waive  the  provision  of  sectioai 


CONGRESSIONAL 

PROCEEDINGS 


j  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Issued  June  26,  1957. 

aCE  OP  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  For  actions  of  June  25,  1957 


(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


CONTENTS 


85th-lst , 


Agricult\xral 

appropri^ions . 10 

Appropriati^ . 4,10,11 

Atomic  energy . 9 

Cotton . . .  14,19 

Electrification. .  Ns* , ,  , .  16 
Federal-State  relations.. 8 

Forestry . 22 

Foreign  affairs, 


Foreign  aid . 6 

Lands. . 2 

Legislative  program . 10 

Loans . 3 

farm . . . 20 

Livestock . 15 

Marketing . 23 

Organization. . . 21 

Personnel . 7,18 


Poultry . . 15 

Price  suppoi^e . 5 

RecreationA . 2 

Security^ . 7 

Small  business . 3 

Statotwod . 1 

Sty^Lawrence  Seaway. ....  13 

V^tersheds . 3 

leather . 17 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  billNto  make  Small  Busiiiess  Administration  permanent 
agency.  House  committee  reporte^i  Alaska  statehood  bill.  House  received  conference 
report  on  Labor-HEW  appropriation  ail 1.  Housy received  USDA  proposed  bill  to 
provide  for  commodity  loans  without '^uity  payments. 


HQU&E. 


1.  STATEHOOD, 
ment  H.R. 


The  Inter^r  and  Insular  Affairs  CommitteeNreported  without  amend- 
7999,  toyi^ovide  statehood  for  Alaska  (H.  Repb\  624).  pp.  9159,  9215 


2. 


FORESTRY.  The  lafterior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  report^  without  amendment 
H.R.  3358,  to/supplement  the  land  grant  provisions  of  the  Alaska  Mental  Health 
Enabling  Ac)r  to  permit  the  selection  of  certain  public  lands  in N^aska  (H.  Rept. 
633);  and/fl.R.  7864,  to  amend  the  Act  of  May  4,  1956  relative  to  establish¬ 
ment  ofymiblic  recreational  facilities  in  Alaska  (H.  Rept.  634).  pX9215 


3. 


SMALjy BUSINESS.  Passed,  392  to  2,  with  amendment  H.R.  7963,  to  make  the'S^all 
Bii^ness  Administration  a  permanent  agency,  (pp.  9161-64,  9166-9214,  9203v;06) . 

Patman  offered,  but  later  withdrew,  an  amendment  which  would  have  author 
rized  SBA  to 'make  loans  for  works  of  improvement  under  the  Watershed  ProtectiOT 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (pp.  9200-01).  For  a  summary  of  the  provisions  of  theN^ 
bill  see  Digest  104,. 


4.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  6287,  the  Labor-HEW 
appropriation  bill  of  1958  (H.  Rept.  636).  pp.  9164-66,  9215 
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5. .PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  authorize  tMe 
\CCC  to  acquire  title  to  unredeemed  loan  collateral  without  obligation  to  m^e 
lity  payments;  to  Agriculture  Committee,  p.  9215 


8. 


9. 


FOREIGN  AID,  Received  a  GAO  report  on  the  examination  of  the  U.S.  assistance 
progr!^  for  Korea  as  administered  by  the  International  Cooperation  Aministra- 
tion  and  the  Foreign  Operations  Administration  from  1954  through  195^.  p.  9215 


PERSONNEL, 
central 


Rep.  Rees  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill,  H.R.  8323,  to  e^ablish  a 
rity  Office  to  coordinate  the  administration  of  Fe^ral  personnel, 
loyalty,  and\aecurity  programs,  and  to  prescribe  administrative  procedures 
for  the  heari^  and  review  of  cases  arising  under  such  progr^ns.  p.  9215 


FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Several  Reps,  commended  the  Pres^ent's  statement 
before  the  Governors  Confe’*ence  on  Federal-State  relaty>nships,  and  discussed 
possibilities  of  reaming  more  Federal  responsibilities  to  the  States,  pp. 
9208-13 


ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  "DailV  Digest"  states  as  follow^':  "The  Digest  of  June  24 
under  'Suspension  Passagess!  incorrectly  showed  8^2243,  to  amend  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954  regarding  authorization  of  ^propriations,  as  being 
returned  to  the  Senate.  TheNbill  was  cleared/^r  Presidential  action  by  House 
passage  without  amendment,"  ^  D574 


10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  ^announce^  that  the  conference  report  on  the 
Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill  will  oe  cor^idered  Wed,,  June  26;  Rep.  Andersen 
stated  that  the  conferees  on  the  AgncuTtural  appropriation  bill  would  meet 
Thurs. ,  June  27,  and  he  hoped  that  aM^ement  could  be  reached  and  the  report 
could  be  considered  by  the  House  on /Fris. ,  June  28.  pp.  9204-05 


11. 


ENATE 


APPROPRIATIONS.  A  subcommitte^ordered  reporred  to  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee  H.R.  7599,  the  legi4latj.ye  appropriaislon  bill  for  1958.  p.  D572 


12.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  The  Fore^n  Relations  Committee  a;rdered  reported  without 
amendment  S.  603,  to  re<^ire  that  all  international. agreements  other  than 
treaties  be  transmitted^ to  the  Senate  within  60  day^of  execution,  p.  D572 


13.  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY,  /The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  oi^i^red  reported  with 
amendment  S.  11 74, /to  increase  the  borrowing  authority  a^  defer  the  payment 
.c  - -  __  ’-^rrowings  of  the  St,  Lawrence  Seaway  CorpOTation.  p. 


of  interest  on 


D572 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


14.  COTTON.  Re^  Lane  Inserted  the  vote  of  the  board  of  directors  ofv  the  Northern 
Textile  As«'n  calling  for  a  one-price  system  for  cotton,  "withou^any  processiQ; 
tax  or  similar  device."  pp.  A5057-8 


15.  LIVESTOCK.  Rep.  Dorn  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill  to  promote  the  develo^ent  and 
use  /f  improved  methods  for  the  humane  handling,  transporting,  and  slai^hterin^ 
of/livestock  and  poultry  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  p,  A5073 


LECTRIFICATION.  Rep,  Ullman  inserted  an  editorial  which  carries  the  text  o3 
a  letter  written  to  the  editor  by  Sen.  Kefauver,  "Light  on  Hells  Canyon." 
pp.  5079-80 
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June  25,  1957. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Fogarty,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 


CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6287] 


The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend 
to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  33,  42,  43, 
and  45. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  16,  20,  21,  24,  28,  38,  40 
and  41,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said  amendment  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  ,  of  which  not  more  than  $180,000  shall  be  for  inter¬ 
national  labor  afairs]  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,121 ,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  4 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said  amendment  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  ,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $200,000  to  be  derived  jrom 
the  highway  trust  jund  created  by  section  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue 
Act  of  1956;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $5,968,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  o:^ 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as'»» 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  msert  $269,814,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,250,000: 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $7,200,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment^ 
of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendmentV 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $50,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  25,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  bj^  said  amendment,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing  :  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  fifty  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagi-eement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $40,100,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  31 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  31,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $56,402,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  32: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  32,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $39,217 ,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
)hs  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $35,936,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $20,385,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $21 ,387 ,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  2,  6,  8,  17,  18,  22,  23,  27,  29,  30,  37,  39,  44,  46,  and  47. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

)  Henderson  Lanham, 

Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Lister  Hill, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

John  Stennis, 

John  O.  Pastore, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Margaret  Chase  Smith, 
Henry  C.  Dworshak, 

Charles  Potter, 

Irving  M.  Ives, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


statemp:nt  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  house 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House,  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of 
Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies, 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

id 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Amendment  No.  — Salaries  and  expenses:  Inserts  limitation  of 
$180,000  on  the  amount  which  may  be  used  for  international  labor 
affairs  instead  of  the  limitation  of  $170,000  proposed  by  the  House  and 
stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  2 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Amendment  No.  3 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $2,121,000 
instead  of  $2,021,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,191,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $200,000 
to  be  derived  from  the  highway  trust  fund  created  by  section  209  of 
the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956,  instead  of  $365,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the  Senate. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Amendment  No.  5 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $5,958,000^ 
instead  of  $5,558,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $6,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  6 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  7 — Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  and  employment  service  administration:  Appropriates  $259,814,000 
instead  of  $249,814,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $260,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  8 — Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation 
and  employment  service  administration:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  9 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor 
program:  Appropriates  $2,250,000  instead  of  $2,236,200  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $2,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Amendment  No.  10 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $7,200,000 
instead  of  $7,124,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $7,225,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

TITLE  II— DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  11 — Salanes  and  expenses:  Authorizes  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  89  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  51  shall 
be  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  12 — Salaries  and  expenses,  certification,  inspection, 
and  other  services:  Authorizes  not  to  exceed  four  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Amendments  Nos.  13,  14,  15,  and  Promotion  and  further  devel¬ 
opment  of  vocational  education:  ^Appropriate  $33,750,081  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $33,442,081  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
insert  language  proposed  by  the  Senate  to  provide  that  $80,000  of  the 
increase  of  the  Senate  shall  apply  to  vocational  education  m  Guam 
and  $228,000  of  the  increase  shall  be  applied  to  vocational  education 

in  the  fishery  trades.  ,  •  7 

Amendment  No.  17 — Promotion  andjurther  development  oj  vocational 

education:  Reported  in  disagreement.  .  n-,  j  •  r 

Amendment  No.  18 — Grants  fior  library  services:  Repoited  in  dis- 

^^Amendment  No  19 — President’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the 
High  School:  Appropriates  $50,000  instead  of  $200,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  20— Assistance  to  States,  general:  Appropriates 
$22,592,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $19,592,000  as 

proposed  by  the  House.  omnnA 

Amendment  No  2 1 — Communicable  diseases:  Appropriates  $0,250, OOU 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,200,000  as  proposed  by  tlie 

^*Amendment  No.  22 — Grants  fior  waste  treatment  works  construction: 

Reported  in  disagreement.  . 

Amendment  No.  23 — Surveys  and  planning  fior  hospital  construction: 

Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  24 — Hospitals  and  medical  care.  Inseits  language 
proposed  by  the  Senate  to  provide  that  $1,186,000  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  may  be  used  only  for  payments  for  medical  care  of  dependents 
and  retired  personnel  under  the  Dependents’  Medical  Care  Act. 

Amendment  No.  25 — Indian  health  activities:  Axithorizes  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  50  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  instead  of  75  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  50  would  be  tor 
replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Amendment  No.  26 — Indian  health  activities:  Appropriates 
$40,100,000  instead  of  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$42,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  of  $100,000 
over  the  amount  proposed  by  the  House  is  for  an  increased  enrollment 
of  50  Indian  students  in  practical  nursing. 

Amendment  No.  27 — National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  research 
and  services:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  28 — National  Institutes  of  Health,  general  research 
and  services:  Authorizes  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eight  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  29 — National  Institutes  of  Health  management 
fund:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  30 — National  Cancer  Institute:  Reported  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

Amendment  No.  31 — National  Cancer  Institute:  Appropriates 
$56,402,000  instead  of  $46,902,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$58,543,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  32 — Mental  health  activities:  Appropriates  $39,- 
217,000  instead  of  $35,217,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $39,- 
421,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  33^ — Mental  health  activities:  Strikes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  to  make  available  in  1958  not  to  exceed  $4,573,000 
of  the  unobligated  balance  of  the  fiscal  year  1957  appropriation  granted 
under  this  head. 

Amendment  No.  34 — National  Heart  Institute:  Appropriates 
$35,936,000  instead  of  $33,436,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$38,784,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  35 — Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $20,385,000  instead  of  $17,885,000  as  proposed  b}^  the 
House  and  $23,548,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  36 — Neurology  and  blindness  activities:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $21,387,000  instead  of  $18,887,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$24,058,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  37 — Retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers:  Reported 
in  disagreement. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Amendment  No.  38 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $3,085,800 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  39 — Construction,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  40 — Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  Strikes 
language  of  the  House  limiting  the  use  of  funds  for  administrative 
expenses  of  State  and  local  agencies  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
majority  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  are  still  convinced 
that  some  action  should  be  taken  to  curb  the  ever-increasing  costs 
of  administering  this  program.  The  House  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  in  its  Report  No.  24  of  the  85th  Congress,  1st  session,  stated 
as  follows: 

The  committee  has  been  disturbed  at  the  large  increases 
that  occur  every  year  in  the  cost  of  administration.  In  1950 
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these  costs  were  $57,281,000  and  they  have  increased 
substantially  every  jTar  since.  They  are  estimated  to  be 
$101,000,000  during  the  current  fiscal  year  (1957)  if  no 
special  restrictions  are  imposed.  This  would  be  an  increase 
of  75  percent  since  1950  while  the  caseload  under  the  public 
assistance  programs  has  increased  less  than  3  percent. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  receded  from  disagreement 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  only  after  being  assured  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security  that  a  very  thorough  study  will  be 
made  of  this  problem  and  appropriate  action  will  be  taken  to  assure 
that  no  more  funds  will  be  expended  than  are  necessary  for  the  efficient 
administration  of  the  public  assistance  programs.  The  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  will  expect  a  full  report  on  this  matter 
in  time  for  hearings  on  the  1959  budget  request. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Amendment  No.  41 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  General 
Counsel:  Appropriates  $449,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $425,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  Inasmuch  as  these  funds 
are  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund,  it  wdl  be  expected  that  they  be  applied  solely 
for  legal  work  in  connection  with  operations  under  that  fund. 

General  Provisions 

Amendment  No.  42;  Inserts  language  proposed  by  the  House  to 
limit  payments  for  indhect  expenses  in  connection  with  research 
projects  to  15  percent  of  the  direct  costs  which  was  stricken  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  43:  Reinstates  section  number  revised  by  the 
vSenate. 

Amendment  No.  44:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  45:  Reinstates  section  number  revised  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  46:  Reported  m  disagreement. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION 

SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  47 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Reported  m  disagree¬ 
ment. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 
Henderson  Lanham, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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opi^tunlty  of  all  persons  to  complete  In 
trader  business  and  to  preserve  competition 
wher^t  exists,  to  restore  it  where  it  is  de- 
Etroyeoi^nd  to  permit  it  to  spring  up  in  new 
fields. 

Be  it  efibf^ed,  etc.,  That  subsection  (b)  of 
section  2  of  ^toe  act  entitled  “An  act  to  sup¬ 
plement  exlstVng  laws  against  unlawful  re¬ 
straints  and  mWopolles,  and  for  other  pur- 
I)oses,”  approved  October  15,  1944,  as 

amended  (15  U.\^  C.  13  (b)),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  a^tfollows; 

“Sec.  2.  (b)  UponNproof  being  made,  at 
any  hearing  on  a  comprint  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  that  there  has  beeW  discrimination  in 
price  or  services  or  facili^s  furnished,  the 
burden  of  rebutting  the  ^Ima  facie  case 
thus  made  by  showing  justlQi^tion  shall  be 
upon  the  person  charged  withia  violation  of 
this  section,  and  unless  JustiflcsNon  shall  be 
aCarmatively  shown,  the  Commission  Is  au¬ 
thorized  to  issue  an  order  terminMing  the 
discrimination:  Provided,  however,  r^^t  un¬ 
less  the  effect  of  the  discrimination  n^y  be 
substantially  to  lessen  competition  or ’tend 
to  creat  a  monopoly  in  any  line  of  commeNe, 
in  any  section  of  the  country,  it  shall  be’ 
complete  defense  for  a  seller  to  show  thafl 
his  lower  price  or  the  furnishing  of  services 
or  facilities  to  any  purchaser  or  purchasers 
was  made  in  good  faith  to  meet  an  equally 
low  price  of  a  competitor,  or  the  services  or 
facilities  furnished  by  a  comf)etltor;  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  nothing  contained  herein 
shall  be  construed  to  alter  the  law  applicable 
to  the  absorption  of  freight  or  of  shipping 
charges.’’ 


Please  notice  the  last  provision.  It 
represents  my  views.  The  only  time 
freight  absorption  is  interfered  with  is 
when  it  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  price 
discrimination;  that  is  by  giving  one 
merchant  an  advantage  by  paying  his 
freight  but  refusing  to  pay  the  freight 
of  his  competitor  across  the  street.  As 
long  as  all  competing  customers  are 
treated  alike  the  law  is  not  violated. 

What  does  it  do?  It  will  really  help 
the  little  man.  It  passed  the  House  of 
Representatives  by  a  vote  of  393  to  3  a 
year  ago.  But,  now  it  is  being  opposed 
by  the  big  man.  So  the  test  will  come. 
Here  is  a  bill  that  will  help  little  business 
which  is  now  opposed  by  big  business. 
Which  side  are  we  going  to  take?  It  is 
not  often  that  we  have  a  bill  where  there 
is  a  conflict  of  interest,  but  there  is  a  / 
bill  here  now.  So  this  bill  merely  pro-/l 
vides  just  exactly  the  same  as  we  ha^ 
provided  with  reference  to  railr^d  i 
freight  rates.  Suppose  a  railroad  Were  1 
giving  special  discoimts  to  certaiiyship- 
pers.  You  would  not  like  it.  'lyCe  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  Nation  did  not  lik^it  more 
than  70  years  ago  and  they^ssed  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act.  /The  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act  says  ^at  whenever 
you  ship  over  a  railroa^  you  pay  the 
same  price  per  car  an^ the  same  price 
per  100  pounds  as  yiybody  else  pays. 
There  is  no  discrimmation.  It  provides 
that  thd  carload  will  be  the  maxi¬ 
mum  discount  ory  freight  rates.  Every¬ 
body  is  -treatey  exactly  alike.  That  is 
what  the  Rohinson-Patman  law  is.  It 
says  to  the  hm  manufacturer  who  is  sell¬ 
ing  to  the  ^ail  stores  in  your  hometown 
that  the^ shall  treat  everybody  alike. 
That  is ^1  in  the  world  that  it  does.  It 
says,  /M-v.  Manufacturer,  when  you 
com^o  my  hometown  and  you  have  two 
representatives  or  outlets  there  in  stores 
TOSS  the  street  from  each  other,  and 


one  of  them  is  a  big  interstate  chain 
which  has  stores  all  over  the  Nation  and 
the  other  one  is  owned  by  local  people 
we  want  them  treated  in  exactly  the 
same  way  on  prices  they  pay  for  their 
merchandise  that  you  treat  the  inter¬ 
state  chain  on  the  basis  of  the  same 
facts  and  circumstances.  We  are  willing 
for  you  to  make  a  difference  in  the  price 
where  there  is  a  difference  in  the  quan¬ 
tity  or  there  is  a  difference  in  the  cost 
of  manufacture  or  a  difference  in  the 
cost  of  delivery — that  is  perfectly  all 
right.  But  do  not  discriminate  against 
our  hometown  man  and  give  the  other 
person  an  advantage  over  him,  which 
is  not  justified  by  any  difference  in  cost 
of  manufacture,  sale,  or  delivery.”  That 
is  the  Golden  Rule.  That  is  nothing  but 
the  Golden  Rule.  How  can  you  fight  the 
Golden  Rule?  Suppose  the  Post  Office 
Department  was  discriminating  against 
people  in  the  delivery  of  the  mail?  You 
would  not  like  that.  That  bill  is  just  a 
bill  to  prohibit  discrimination  against 
he  little  man.  It  is  not  a  bill  to  give 
an  advantage  or  an  unfair  advan¬ 
tage  or  an  unequal  opportunity.  y 

I^s  a  bill  guaranteeing  equality  of 
oppon^nity,  and  that  is  exactly  all  t^re 
is  to  itS^  The  big  man  says  they  do  not 
want  it\  Why?  All  of  them  ^  not 
that  way,Nmost  of  them  want  .the  law. 
Most  peopleSwant  it  because  yc  protects 
them  againstNjhe  chiseler.  / 

A  lot  of  the  iwg  people  complain  that 
the  chiselers  malre  them/compel  them, 
to  give  discounts'Hjhey  jdo  not  want  to 
give.  This  law  pr^^  them  from  it, 
and  they  thank  Con^ss  for  passing  the 
law.  It  helps  them' 

CHISELERS,  CHEaArS,  Alft)  RACKETEERS 

But  there  ar^uertain  p^ple  who  like 
to  be  chiselMnC — there  are>not  many; 
there  are  ju^a  few — chiseler\  cheaters, 
racketeers^  They  do  not  like  tni^olden 
Rule  biiy^  They  want  the  privnege  of 
making /discounts  and  unearned  ^ow- 
ancesyunder-the-table  settlements,'^nd 
dishonest  money  passing.  There  are  i^t 
m^y  of  them,  but  remember  this.  Mi 
Shaker,  that  laws  are  made  for  the  ex- 
, Options;  they  are  not  made  for  the 
general  rule. 

The  general  rule  of  people  are  law- 
abiding  people.  You  do  not  need  laws 
for  most  of  them;  you  pass  laws  only  for 
the  exceptions,  and  the  exceptions  among 
the  big-business  people  who  are  manu¬ 
facturers  and  sellers  to  the  hometown 
merchants,  the  exceptions  are  some 
cheaters,  some  chiselers,  and  a  few 
racketeers — not  many,  just  a  few,  but 
enough  to  destroy  many  small-business 
people,  and  that  bill  will  help  them  more 
than  anything  else. 

HIGH  INTEREST  CAUSES  INFLATION 


Another  thing  that  small-business  peo¬ 
ple  need  is  a  relief  in  taxes,  and  I  could 
mention  other  things,  but  the  worst  thing 
that  is  hitting  all  America  today  is  high 
interest.  High  interest  causes  high  cost ; 
high  cost  causes  high  prices ;  high  prices 
cause  high  inflation. 

I  wish  we  had  here  a  committee  that 
would  take  it  upon  itself  to  investigate 
this  problem  and  not  say  that  the  lender 
is  so  sacroscanct  that  we  cannot  even 
call  his  name,  that  interest  is  such  a 


sacred  word  that  we  cannot  mention  in-/ 
terest.  I  wish  we  had  an  investigatiqn 
made  by  people  who  are  not  timid  im're 
in  this  House,  who  are  not  shy,  and/who 
are  willing  to  call  a  spade  a  spac^e,  and 
who  are  willing  to  point  their  fingers  at 
the  people  who  are  actually  c^ilsing  the 
inflation  by  causing  higher  ahd  higher 
interest  rates. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  [Mr.' HalleckI. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view 
of  the  speech  just-  made  by  my  very 
eminent  and  highly  respected  friend,  I 
think  some  ansi/er  should  be  made  in 
the  way  of  a  r^ew  of  the  history  of  this 
thing.  It  is  /tamiliar  to  some  of  the 
Members,  it  might  possibly  be  new 
to  others,^Epecially  the  newer  Members. 

Sevei^en  or  eighteen  years  ago,  after 
the  oiijyoreak  of  hostilities  in  Europe  it 
became  apparent  that  the  impact  of  an 
in^j^sing  defense  effort  was  jeopardiz- 
irigr  the  small  business  of  this  country. 

/At  the  time,  and  I  think  it  was  1939, 
,'bur  minority  leader,  Mr.  Martin,  of 
Massachusetts,  who  was  then  minority 
leader,  created  a  Small  Business  Com¬ 
mittee.  It  was  a  Republican  Small 
Business  Committee.  He  made  me 
chairman  of  that  committee.  We  im- 
dertook  to  hold  some  hearings  aroimd 
the  countiT.  They  were  very  illuminat¬ 
ing,  and,  I  think,  very  helpful.  They 
attracted  a  lot  of  interest.  After  that 
time  the  gentleman  from  Texas  intro¬ 
duced  a  resolution  for  the  creation  of  an 
official  Small  Business  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  That  reso¬ 
lution  was  adopted  and  the  committee 
was  created. 

He  became  the  chairman  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  and  I  became  the  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  member  of  the  committee.  I 
served  in  that  position  until  I  became 
majority  leader  of  the  80th  Congress,  at 
which  time  I  relinguished  my  member¬ 
ship  on  that  committee. 

May  I  say  that  throughout  the  years 
we  did  things  that  were  useful  for  small 
business.  Sometimes  I  disagreed  with 

S'lairman  [Mr.  Patman].  On  many 
we  did  agree.  He  has  mentioned 
ling  here  that  I  would  like  to  dis- 
riefly.  He  has  mentioned  the  bill, 

S.  ll.NHe  speaks  of  it  in  connection  with 
the  RoDmson-Patman  Act.  You  are  un- 
doubtedlV  getting  a  lot  of  communica¬ 
tions  witln,Teference  to  S.  11  and  this 
bill.  I  supported  the  Robinson-Patman 
Act.  I  was  ^re  when  it  was  written 
into  law.  I  thn^  that  these  unfair  dis¬ 
criminations  in  r^pect  to  prices  among 
distributors  shoul^be  prohibited.  But 
the  gentleman  fr^  Texas  has  had 
something  else  he  cwsistently  adds  to 
that,  sometimes  out  ik  the  open  and 
sometimes  where  you  c\inot  see  it  so 
clearly. 

If  I  imderstood  him  correiSWy,  through 
the  years  he  has  been  very  much  of  an 
advocate  of  the  abolition  of 'so-called 
freight  absorption.  To  explainS^any 
manufacturers  in  this  country  n^ye  a 
policy  of  quoting  a  delivered  priceNind 
they  adjust  that  out  of  the  freigl^t. 
That  is,  they  absorb  the  freight  charged 
Let  me  show  you  how  it  works.  You  tall^ 
about  what  favors  the  big  man  and  you 
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talk  about  Vhat  favors  the  small  man. 
Here  is  a  bi^oap  company  with  manu¬ 
facturing  plants  all  over  the  United 
States.  They  2^  producing  in  the  con¬ 
suming  area,  thW  freight  charges  are 
not  high.  But  hare  is  one  little  soap 
company  that  is  looted  in  your  home¬ 
town  or  my  hometmvn.  It  advertises 
nationally,  it  sells  all  \yer  the  country. 
Why,  they  cannot  sell  X^bar  of  soap  in 
one  place  for  15  cents  ^d  in  another 
place  for  a  dime.  In  order  to  compete 
with  the  big  company  they\Jiave  to  be 
permitted  to  absorb  freight.  The  whole 
economy  of  this  country  has  ^en  built 
on  that  sort  of  program.  I  s^  when 
we  begin  to  tinker  with  that  we^nker 
with  something  that  is  a  very  dehcate 
matter.  \ 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  \ 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle-\ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  May  I  urge  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  consider  the  bill  that  is  pending. 

S.  11  does  have  a  specific  provision 
against  anything  that  interferes  with 
the  basing  point  system.  The  gentleman 
is  clearly  wrong  about  that,  I  will  say  to 
him.  This  does  not  affect  it,  and  I  am 
opposed  to  that,  like  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  well  recall  when  we 
were  having  those  recurring  fights  over 
the  so-called  basing  point  system  that 
the  gentleman  was  an  open  advocate  of 
the  elimination  of  freight  absorptions; 
is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Only  where  it  involved 
price  discrimination,  where  they  were 
using  it  as  a  means  to  discriminate 
against  a  local  merchant.  I  am  against 
that  when  it  is  used  as  a  means  for  dis¬ 
criminating  in  price. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  gentleman  has 
said  the  chamber  of  commerce  is  always 
on  the  side  of  the  big  fellows.  There  are 
chambers  of  commerce  in  Lafayette,  in 
Valparaiso,  in  Warsaw,  Ind.,  all  in  my 
district.  There  are  a  few  big  concerns 
with  plants  in  1  or  2  of  those  towns,  but 
the  800  or  900  members  of  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce  of  Lafayette,  Ind.,  are  not 
big-business  people.  They  have  their 
choice.  So  let  us  keep  this  thing  where 
it  ought  to  be.  I  did  not  get  permission 
to  speak  out  of  order,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  did  not  get  permission  to 
speak  out  of  order,  but  S.  11  has  nothing, 
to  do  with  the  measure  that  is  before  ul 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  will  state  it  do^s 
have  something  to  do  with  it  becamse  it 
involves  small  business.  / 

Mr.  HALLECK.  We  are  setting  up 
here  a  Government  agency,  ^e  gen¬ 
tleman  objects  to  it  becau^  it  is  a 
permanent  agency.  /' 

I  would  like  to  recount  a  Ijttle  more  his¬ 
tory  with  the  gentlemay  on  that  very 
point.  He  will  recall  witn  me  that  when 
we  established  the  Small  Business  Com¬ 
mittee  we  saw  that  shortages  of  material 
were  handicappi^  small  business. 
These  firms  were  riot  getting  the  part  of 
the  defense  effortf  they  should  have  had. 
So  we  decidecL'something  ought  to  be 
done.  I  hav^heard  the  gentleman  say 
a  hundred  ^hnes,  and  I  have  said  it  my¬ 
self,  that  ^e  big  fellows  have  their  peo¬ 
ple  in  \Y«shington  to  plead  their  case. 


The  small -business  man  generally  can¬ 
not  do  that. 

What  did  we  do,  I  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Texas?  We  set  up  a  separate  small- 
business  operation,  the  Small  Defense 
Plants  Coi-p.  Then  we  had  a  Smaller 
War  Plants  Corp. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  Smaller  War 
Plants  was  the  first  one. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Let  me  remind  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  I  stood  with  him 
at  that  time  and  I  have  not  changed  my 
mind  since.  I  might  also  say  to  him 
that  there  have  been  some  vigorous  ar¬ 
guments  about  it  in  some  places. 

But  I  thought  that  we  needed  a  sep¬ 
arate  organization  to  avoid  what  other¬ 
wise  might  be  the  domination  of  the  very 
interests  that  you  seem  to  fear. 

Now,  there  have  been  contentions 
lately  that  the  present  small  business 
organizations  should  be  merged  in  the 

epartment  of  Commerce.  There  are 
any  responsible  people  who  urge  that 
tniM-e  should  be  no  duplication;  that 
eveVbody  should  be  treated  alike  in  the 
one  ^partment.  Personally,  I  have  op¬ 
posed 'ihat  because  I  believe  there  is  a 
place  fV  this  kind  of  small  business 
organizaC 

Now,  yo\can  see  from  that,  and  t! 
fact  that  me  gentleman  from  Tes&s 
through  the  ^ars  stood  with  me  on ^at 
proposition,  orV  stood  with  him— ^t  us 
put  it  the  otn^  way  aroundy-I  am 
nothing  less  th^  astounded ythat  he 
would  now  come  ui  here,  w^n  it  was 
sought  to  set  this  oWaniza^n  up  on  a 
permanent  basis,  recoknizi^,  of  course, 
that  at  any  time  the  C^mress  wants  to 
terminate  it,  it  could  tadminate  it — but 
to  find  some  sort  of  ^qirsstion  why  he 
cannot  go  along  withAhis  legislation. 

Now,  I  say  in  ^  frankness  that  it 
would  seem  to  rax  that  he  w^  seeking 
to  read  a  very  ^finite  implicanon  that 
somehow  or  otiier  since  PresidentSEisen- 
hower  has  bara  in  office  and  for  2Vears 
the  Republ^ns  had  control  of  the  wn- 
gress — th^  somehow  or  other  that 
bodes  il^or  small  business.  I  just 
not  happen  to  feel  that  it  does.  So,  feel¬ 
ing  that  way  about  it,  I  do  not  see  why 
there  should  be  any  reason  why  this 
sh^ld  not  be  made  permanent  because, 
ain,  let  me  remind  the  Members  of  the 
buse  that  through  the  years  back  there 
long  before  this  administration  ever 
came  into  power,  when  I  am  sure  we  had 
administrations  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  would  argue  were  all  for  small 
business,  we  found  it  necessai-y  not  only^. 
to  enact  specific  legislation  but  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  establishment  of  a  special  small  j 
business  corporation  to  look  after  the 
interests  of  small  business.  So,  why  now 
confuse  the  issue  Why  not  go  along  with  5 
this  program  that  I  say  is  a  sound  one. 
Here  is  a  chance  to  prove  whether  or  not 
you  are  on  the  side  of  small  business. 
Here  is  a  chance  to  say  to  small  business, 
“We  think  you  ought  to  have  special  con¬ 
sideration.  We  are  going  to  see  to  it 
that  you  have  it  so  far  as  it  is  within  our 
power  to  see  that  you  get  it.”  And  I 
might  say  if  the  $250,000  is  not  enough 
for  the  loan  maximum,  why  it  is  per¬ 
fectly  simple  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
increase  it,  and  I  am  not  so  sure  that  I 


would  not  go  along  with  it.  But  some¬ 
where  there  comes  a  line  that  we  have/ 
to  draw. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  expect  to  offe 
amendment  to  take  the  limit  off,  ji 
it  is  on  all  other  concerns. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Well,  I  do  n6t  think 
I  would  buy  that  one.  I  do  not  think  I 
would  go  sled  length  on  thajr  Frankly, 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman/in  my  State 
there  is  a  great  automobiie  corporation, 
Studebaker,  which  has  ^en  in  existence 
for  a  long  time,  now/teamed  up  with 
Packard.  I  want  th^  to  get  along;  I 
want  them  to  do  ^11,  and  I  hope  they 
will  survive  in  Vne  competition  with 
others.  I  do  Mt  know  whether  you 
would  have  this  corporation  loan  them 
enough  money  to  insure  their  staying  in 
the  pictureyor  not,  I  do  not  know.  But 
I  say  that-^omewhere  you  have  to  draw 
the  line/and  I  say  it  is  high  time  we 
make  a  clear  that  we  are  in  favor  of 
smalLnusiness,  and  I  think  this  legisla- 
tioyls  one  place  where,  by  staying  with 
it,/you  can  establish  that  very  fact. 

'Mr.  O’NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  VAN  PELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  move 
a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names ; 

[Roll  No.  121] 

Bailey  Cooley  McConnell 

Barden  Dawson,  lU.  May 

Beamer  Grant  Norrell 

Blitch  Gray  Powell 

Bonner  Griffiths  Roosevelt 

Bowler  Holifield  Shelley 

Boykin  Holtzman  Taylor 

Srownson  Kearney  Vursell 

ickley  Kirwan  Wilson,  Ind. 

o-istopher  Krueger 

Colpier  Lipscomb 

^e  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  On  this 
roUc^,  398  Members  have  answered  to 
their  names,  a  quorum. 

By  ur^imous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  tVfider  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR  AND 

HEALTH.  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  may  have 
imtil  midnight  tonight  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  bill,  H.  R.  6287,  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  Labor  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Kept.  No.  636) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6287)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows; 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  33,  42,  43,  and  45. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  16,  20,  21,  24, 
28,  33,  40  and  41,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“,  of  which  not  more  than  $180,000  shall  be 
for  international  labor  affairs”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3;  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Sentite  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows :  , 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ‘“$2,121,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
together  with  not  to  exceed  $200,000  to  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  highway  trust  fund  created 
by  section  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act 
of  1956”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  ‘‘$5,958,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol-  p 
lows;  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  Insert  ‘‘$259,814,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$2,250,000”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$7,200,000”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$50,000”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numb^.ed  25,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows;  In  lieu  of  the  matter  Inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following:  “purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  fifty  passenger  motor  ve¬ 


hicles  for  replacement  only;”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$40,100,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  31;  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  31,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$56,402,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  32 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  32,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$39,217,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$35,936,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  85,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows ; 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$20,385,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  f oliows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$21,387,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  2,  6,  8, 
17,  18,  22,  23,  27,  29,  30,  37.  39,  44.  46.  and  47. 
John  E.  Fogarty, 

Henderson  Lanham, 

Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Lister  Hill, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

John  Stennis, 

John  O.  Pastore, 

Edward  J.  Thte, 

Margaret  Chase  Smith, 

Henry  C.  Dworshak, 

Charles  Potter, 

Irving  M.  Ives, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate, 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House, 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the 
following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  re¬ 
port  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

TITLE  I - department  OP  LABOR 

N  Office  of  the  Secretary 

Amendment  No.  1 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Inserts  limitation  of  $180,000  on  the  amount 
which  may  be  used  for  international  labor 
affairs,  instead  of  the  limitation  of  $170,000 
proposed  by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the 
Senate. 


Amendment  No.  2 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Office  of  the  Solicitor 

Amendment  No.  3 — Salaries  and  expenses ; 
Appropriates  $2,121,000  Instead  of  $2,021,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,191,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $200,000  to  be  derived  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  created  by  section  209 
of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956,  instead 
of  $365,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security 

Amendment  No.  5 — Salaries  and  expenses; 
Appropriates  $5,958,000  instead  $5,558,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $6,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  6 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  7 — Grants  to  States  for 
Unemployment  Compensation  and  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  Administration:  Appropriates 
$259,814,000  Instead  of  $249,814,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  $260,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  8 — Grants  to  States  for 
Unemployment  Compensation  and  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  Administration:  Reported  in 
disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  9 — Salaries  and  expenses, 
Mexican  farm  labor  program;  Appropriates 
$2,250,000  instead  of  $2,236,200  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $2,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 

Amendment  No.  10 — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses;  Appropriates  $7,200,000  Instead  of 
$7,124,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$7,225,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
title  II — department  op  health,  education, 

AND  WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 

Amendment  No.  11 — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Authorizes  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  89  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which 
51  shall  be  for  replacement  only  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  12 — Salaries  and  expenses, 
certification,  inspection,  and  other  services: 
Authorizes  not  to  exceed  4  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only,  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  Education 

Amendments  Nos.  13,  14.  15,  and  16 — Pro¬ 
motion  and  further  deyelopment  of  voca¬ 
tional  education:  Appropriate  $33,750,081  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $33,442,081 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  insert  lan¬ 
guage  proposed  by  the  Senate  to  provide  that 
$80,000  of  the  increase  of  the  Senate  shall 
apply  to  vocational  education  in  Guam  and 
$228,000  of  the  Increase  shall  be  applied  to 
vocational  education  in  the  fishery  trades. 

Amendment  No.  17 — Promotion  and  fur¬ 
ther  development  of  vocational  education: 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  18 — Grants  for  library 
services:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  19 — President’s  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School: 
Appropriates  $50,000  Instead  of  $200,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Public  Health  Service 

Amendment  No.  20 — Assistance  to  States, 
General:  Appropriates  $22,592,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $19,592,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  21 — Communicable  dis¬ 
eases;  Appropriates  $6,250,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,200,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  22 — Grants  for  waste 
treatment  works  construction:  Reported  in 
disagreement. 
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Amendment  No.  23— Surveys  and  planning 
for  hospital  construction;  Reported  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

Amendment  No.  24— Hospitals  and  medical 
care:  Inserts  language  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  provide  that  $1,186,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  may  be  used  only  for  payments 
for  medical  care  of  dependents  and  retired 
personnel  under  the  Dependents’  Medical 

Care  Act!  , 

Amendment  No.  25 — Indian  health  activi¬ 
ties  :  Authorizes  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
50  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  instead  of  75  passenger  motor  vehicles 
of  which  50  would  be  for  replacement  only 
as  nroposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  26 — Indian  health  activi¬ 
ties:  .Appropriates  $40,100,000  Instead  of 
$40  million  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$42,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  of  $100,000  over  the  amount  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  is  for  an  increased  en¬ 
rollment  of  50  Indian  students  in  practical 
nursing. 

Amendment  No.  27 — ^National  Institutes  of 
Health,  general  research  and  services;  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  28 — National  Institutes  of 
Health,  general  research  and  services:  Au¬ 
thorizes  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  8 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  29 — NationaUnstltutes  of 
Health  management  fimd;  Reported  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

Amendment  No.  30 — National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  31 — National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute:  Appropriates  $56,402,200  instead  of 
$46,902,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$58,543,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  32— Mental  health  actlv- 
stitute:  Appropriates  $56,402,000  Instead  of 
$35,217,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$39,421,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  ,  33 — Mental  health  activ¬ 
ities:  Strikes  language  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  make  available  in  1958  not  to  exceed 
$4,573,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  the 
fiscal  year  1957  appropriation  granted  under 
this  head. 

Amendment  No.  34 — National  Heart  In¬ 
stitute:  Appropriates  $35,936,000  Instead  of 
$33,436,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$38,784,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  35 — Arthritis  and  meta¬ 
bolic  disease  activities:  Appropriates  $20,- 
385,000  instead  of  $17,885,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $23,548,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  36 — ^Neurology  and  blind¬ 
ness  activities:  Appropriates  $21,387,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $18,887,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $24,058,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  37 — Retired  pay  of  com¬ 
missioned  officers ;  Reported  in  disagreement. 

St.  Elizabeths  Hospital 
Amendment  No.  38 — Salaries  and  expenses; 
Appropriates  $3,085,800  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $3,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Social  Security  Administration 
Amendment  No.  39 — Construction,  Bureau 
of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance:  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement.  ’ 

Amendment  No.  40 — Grants  to  States  for 
public  assistance:  Strikes  language  of  the 
House  limiting  the  use  of  funds  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  State  and  local  agencies 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  majority 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
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have  Increased  substantially  every  year  since. 
They  are  estimated  to  be  $101,000,000  during 
the  current  fiscal  year  (1957)  if  no  special 
restrictions  are  Imposed.  This  would  be  an 
increase  of  75  percent  since  1950,  while  the 
caseload  under  the  public  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  has  increased  less  than  3  percent.” 
The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
receded  from  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  only  after  being  assured 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security  that 
a  very  thorough  study  will  be  made  of  this 
problem  and  appropriate  action  will  be  taken 
to  assure  that  no  more  funds  will  be  ex¬ 
pended  than  are  necessary  for  the  efficient 
administration  of  the  public  assistance 
programs.  The  House  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  will  exjsect  a  full  report  on  this 
matter  in  time  for  hearings  on  the  1959 
budget  request. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Amendment  No.  41. — Salaries  and  expenses. 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel:  Appropriates 
$449,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $425,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  these  funds  are  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur¬ 
vivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  it  will  be 
expected  that  they  be  applied  solely  for  legal 
work  in  connection  with  operations  under 
that  fund. 

General  provisions 

Amendment  No.  42. — Inserts  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  to  limit  payments  for- 
indirect  expenses  in  connection  with  re¬ 
search  projects  to  15  percent  of  the  direct 
costs  which  was  stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  43. — Reinstates  section 
number  revised  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  44. — ^Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  45. — Reinstates  section 
number  revised  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  46. — Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

TITLE  VI — FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONdLIATTON 
SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  47. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

Henderson  Lanham, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber, 

Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Managers  on  the  Part.of  the  House. 

r  A 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ACT 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mi\  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7963)  to  amend  the 
Small  Business  Act  of  1958,  as  amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7963,  with 
Mr.  Boggs  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.  R.  6973  is  a  bill  to 
extend  the  Small  Business  Act  and  to 


are  still  convinced  that  some  action  should  ;  make  permanent  the  Small  Business  Ad- 


be  taken  to  curb  the  ever-increasing  costs  of 
administering  this  program.  The  House 


ministration.  If  we  are  to  preserve  our 
way  of  life,  if  we  are  to  encourage  com- 


Commlttee  on  Appropriations  in  its  report  '  ■  h  j  i.  •  ■  ^ 

NO.  24  of  the  85?h  Congress,  1st  session,  1  Petitive  independent  business  interest's, 
stated  as  follows:  “The  committee  has  been  essential  to  give  so^e  help  to  the 

disturbed  at  the  large  Increases  that  occur  1  small-business  man.  He  is  the  backbone 
every  year  In  the  cost  of  administration.  In  'i  Of  our  economy.  He  is  the  preserver  of 
1950,  these  costs  were  $57,281,000  and  they  I  our  liberties.  Competitive  small  busi¬ 


ness  is  an  attribute  of  free  governments. 

Small  business,  in  the  broad  competi¬ 
tive  field,  is  at  a  disadvantage.  There 
is  no  such  permanent  group  in  our  coun-y 
try  as  small  business.  The  small-bi 
ness  man  of  today  in  this  land  of  opi 
tunity  may  be  the  big-business'  ms 
tomorrow.  I  do  not  want  to  creaj^  any 
animosity  between  the  small-t 
man  and  the  big-business  maafT  Every 
small-business  man,  who  isy4  normal 
American,  wants  to  become/a  big-busi¬ 
ness  man  some  day ;  and  a ^eat  many  of 
them  attain  that  goal.  Bat  in  the  proc¬ 
ess  he  meets  many  obsjiacles.  It  is  the 
purpose  of  this  bill  ilo  see  that  small 
business  is  preserve^in  America.  I  do 
not  know  any  fimr  achievement  that 
could  be  had,  oi^anything  that  would 
inure  more  to  tire  happiness  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  and  the  stability  of  our  institutions 
than  that.  /To  paraphrase  the  well- 
known  poer 
Ill  fares  tJAe  land,  to  hastening  ills  a  prey. 
Where  v/alth  accumulates,  and  men  decay; 

ind  lords  may  flourish  or  may  fade; 

A  brqifth  can  make  them,  as  a  breath  has 
made; 

Biiifa  bold  middle-income  class,  the  country’s 
pride, 

^hen  once  destroyed,  can  never  be  supplied. 

We  must  preserve  the  small-business 
man.  We  must  give  him  some  advan¬ 
tages  in  order  that  he  may  maintain  his 
position  and  continue  to  exert  his  in¬ 
fluence  and  strength  for  the  benefit  of  his 
community  and  the  welfare  of  all  our 
people. 

This  bill  gives  to  the  small-business 
man  help  and  accommodation  that  he 
otherwise  could  not  obtain.  The  great¬ 
est  need  for  the  small-tiusiness  man  is 
ithe  assurance  that  he  can  obtain  suffi- 
||cient  finance  to  carry  on.  He  is  often  at 
ja  disadvantage  because  entrenched  big 
business  is  always  able  to  obtain  suffi¬ 
cient  finances  for  its  operation.  Often 
the  small-business  man  meets  obstacles 
which  he  might  not  surmount  unless 
jthere  were  some  Government  help  that 
jwould  tide  him  over  his  difficulty. 

This  bill  provides  for  direct  loans  by 
'tfee  Small  Business  Administration  to  the 
small-business  man.  But  before  he  can 
getV  loan,  he  must  prove  to  the  Ad- 
minis^ation  that  the  cannot  obtain  it 
from  pfcvate  lenders. 

The  bin  fixes  the  interest  rate  that  the 
GovernmVit  obtains  on  these  loans.  It 
reduces  tn^  present  maximum  interest 
rate  from  6  percent  to  5  percent. 

The  present  law  also  places  a  ceiling 
on  the  interest^te  obtained  by  the  par¬ 
ticipants.  This  Dill  places  no  ceiling  on 
the  interest  chargW  by  the  private  lend¬ 
ers  who  participate^  in  the  loans.  The 
accepted  applicant  ikassured  of  getting 
a  loan  at  not  more  tn^n  5  percent  from 
the  Government.  If  tne  private  lender 
wishes  to  participate,  the  Government 
does  not  attempt  to  control  his  interest 
rate.  This  provision  protects  private  en¬ 
terprise  from  Government  c^petition. 

Under  the  present  law  thereUs  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  Small  Business  .rominis- 
tration  a  Policy  Committee.  It  consists 
of  the  Administrator  of  the  SmallBusi- 
ness  Administration,  the  SecretarX  of 
the  Treasury,  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  This  has  been  changed  in  tm 
present  bill.  The  committee  feels  that' 
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Wheat. . 30 


HIGHLIGHTS:  (See  Page  6). 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  wery  appointed  on 
bill  for  1958,  which  include/  Forest  Service  i 
appointed  June  24. 


5189,  the  Interior  appropriation 
5ms.  Senate  conferees  v/ere 

X 


Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 

bill  for  1958.  pp.  9323-33  _  . 

- Received  cuiifaYg 


6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation 


priation  bill  for  1! 


:e  report  on  H.R. 

(H.  Rept.  648). 


6070,  the  in 
pp.  9322-24 


n^pei 


2. 


^pendent  offices  appro- 

PEANUTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  araendm^k  H.R.  6764,  to  amend 
the  act  of  Juny^4,  1936,  so  as  to  delete  the  requirement  rv^  reports  from 
persons  o\-mitjg  or  operating  peanut  picking  or  threshing  mach^es  (H.  Rept.  646). 


p.  9355 


3.  ADVISORY  COMMITTEES.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  fo 
of  H.r/7390,  to  amend  the  Administrative  Expense  Act  of  1946  so 
standards  for  certain  advisory  committees,  pp.  9333,  9355 


4. 


consideration 
to  establish 


LANOS;  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  Reported 
nth  amendment  H.R.  2147,  to  provide  for  the  construction  by  Interior  ofN(^e 
San  Angelo  reclamation  project,  Tex.,  H.R.  6940,  to  authorize  Interior  to  reim¬ 
burse  owners  of  lands  acquired  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  for  their 
moving  expenses,  and  H.R.  8054,  to  provide  for  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  de¬ 
posits  in  lands  beneath  inland  navigable  waters  in  Alaska,  p.  D582 


-2- 


5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


15. 


\ 


F^CAL  POLICY.  The  Joint  Economic  Committee  issue<i  a  report  on  fl#cal 
ini^ications  of  the  economic  outlook  and  budget  Rept.  64i 

p.  ^55 


\ 


EXPERIMBOT  STATIONS.  Received  from  this  Department  the  annual  report 
State  a^icultural  experiment  stations,  p.  9355 


\ 


MONETARY  PROKEMS.  Both  Houses  received  a  report  on  the  activities  of  the 
National  Ad^sory  Council  on  International  Monetary  and  FinanclaJ!  Problems 
(H.  Doc.  200) \  pp.  9219,  9355 


COOPERATIVES.  Repw  Becker  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  fai  oring  Federal 
income  taxation  oiKcooperative  corporations  in  the  same  roam  er  as  other 
business  corporation^,  p, 
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TRANSPORTATION.  Passed^^th  amendment  H.R.  5728,  to  ratify  the  general  cor¬ 
porate  powers  and  utili^tion  af  funds,  and  increase /the  borrowing  authority 
of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaw^  Development  Corporation./  pp,  9334-49 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Lanham^^J 
Department,  pp.  9352-53 


iticized  the  foreigS^  trade  policies  of  the  State 


SENATE 


11.  PEANUTS.  Passed  without  amendment  ^  609, /to  repeal  the  requirement  for  certain^ 
reports  from  operators  of  peanut  pica^ng' or  threshing  machines,  pp.  9266-7 


12.  TOBACCO.  Passed  without  amendment  H.^'Y^59,  establishing  type  21  Virginia 

fire  cured  tobacco  as  a  separate  kind  of '^obacco  for  marketing  quota  purposes 
and  limiting  its  price  support  level  to  ai^amount  not  in  excess  of  the  higher 
of  (a)  the  1957  level  or  (b)  90% /^f  parity,  \  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p.  9267 


13.  RECREATION.  Passed  as  reported  S.  846,  to  establish  a  National  Outdoor  Recrea¬ 
tion  Resources  Review  Commi^ion  of  15  members,  including  8  from  Congress  and 
7  from  private  life,  to  develop  a  national  nolicv  ^r  outdoor  recreation  and 

jp.  9270-2 


- - — -  ...I#’  y  «« 

private  life,  to  d^elop  a  national  policy 
encourage  recreational  uj^s  of  national  resources. 


14. 


DISASTER  RELIEF.  Sen . /Humphrey  urged  disaster  aid  for 
Minn, ,  and  inserted  His  letter  to  the  Secretary,  a  news 
on  the  flood  problqro.  pp.  9253-7 


.ood- stricken  areas  in 
irticle,  and  a  petition 


C^e 


RESEIARCH.  Sen.  C^ehart  urged  more  extended  agricultural  res^ 
two  articles  otr  the  uses  for  farm  products,  pp,  9262-4 


rch  and  inserted 


16. 


17. 


LIVESTOCK,  X^e  proposed  amendments  to  S.  1356,  to  transfer  the  j^isdiction 
over  unfai^  trade  practices  in  the  meatpacking  industry  to  the  FTCv  offered 
by  the  Ar^rican  Meat  Institute,  were  criticized  by  Sen,  Watkins  on  nbe  grounds 
that  th^Department  of  Agriculture  never  issued  a  cease  and  desist  order  to 
any  paj^er.  pp.  9309-11 

PRICp'^UPPORTS .  Received  from  the  Secretary  a  proposed  bill  to  authorize  XCC 
t^acquire  title  to  unredeemed  loan  collateral  without  obligation  to  make 
^uity  payments;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 


1957 
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FORCES  MANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATION 


(Mr.  JtoHANSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permissiorVto  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  anc^^  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JOHA]^EN-  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
cently  I  was  pri^eged  to  attend  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Arme^Forces  Management 
Association  held  hVe  in  Washington  as 
a  part  of  the  asso«^tion’s  annual  na¬ 
tional  conference. 

This  organization,  w\th  which  I  had 
not  previously  been  acquidnted,  is  made 
up  of  men  and  women  fron^he  manage¬ 
ment  and  personnel  fields  Sthe  armed 
services  who  have  associatedN^emselves 
on  a  completely  voluntary  basis  for  the 
purpose  of  discussing  and  promohmg  im¬ 
proved  management  policies  ancL  pro¬ 
cedures  in  both  the  uniformed  and\lvil- 
ian  components  of  the  Armed  Forces 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  commei 
the  thousands  of  members  of  the  Armt 
Forces  Management  Association  for  the’ 
interest  in  and  dedication  to  the  na¬ 
tional  welfare  refiected  in  this  volunteer 
activity,  above  and  beyond  the  call  of 
routine  duty. 

At  the  same  time,  I  earnestly  urge  the 
top  leadership  of  our  Anned  Forces,  both 
civilian  and  military,  to  give  substan¬ 
tially  larger  encouragement,  coopera¬ 
tion,  and  support  to  the  activities  of  this 
organization  and  its  membership 
throughout  the  Nation. 

Certainly,  the  activities  of  the  associa¬ 
tion,  as  reflected  by  its  recent  conference 
agenda  indicates  that  it  has  a  great  deal 
to  contribute  toward  more  economical 
and  eflacient  utilization  of  our  defense 
billions,  and  of  our  civilian  and  uni¬ 
formed  personnel  in  the  Defense  Estab¬ 
lishment,  and  to  the  solution  of  problems 
created  by  shortages  of  engineers  and 
scientists. 

I  bespeak  the  interest  and  support  for 
this  association  and  its  activities  of  the 
Members  of  Congress  and  particularly 
those  on  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  and  the  Defense  Appropriations 
Subcommittee. 


SUBCOMMITTEE 
AND  RECI 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Speaker,  or 
rollcall  No.  121  of  yesterday,  a  quorv 
call,  I  am  recorded  as  absent.  I  ^as 
present  and  answered  to  my  nat^.  I 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  the  ^cord 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordmgly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore/  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  Jme  gentle¬ 
man  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection./ 


IRRIGATION 
SlMATION 


Mr.  ASPINALIV  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
imanimous  cons^t  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Irrigatioh  and  Reclamation  of  the 
House  Comi^tee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affai^  may  be  permitted  to  sit 
during  ge^ral  debate  Monday  after¬ 
noon  Juy  1. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objecyon  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
majyTrom  Colorado? 

lere  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OP  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently,  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names ; 

(Roll  No.  123] 

Adair  Dies  Montoya 

Bailey  Diggs  Powell 

Beamer  Engle  Saylor 

Bentley  Grant  Scott,  Pa. 

Bowler  Gray  Shelley 

Buckley  Hollfleld  Springer 

Celler  Holtzman  Taylor 

Coffin  Horan  Wilson,  Calif. 

Colmer  Kearney  Zelenko 

Cooley  McConnell 

Dawson,  Ill.  McGregor 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  On  this 
-rollcall,  403  Members  have  answered  to 
fheir  names,  a  quorum. 

j^By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 

witK  / 

- y' 

TH^SBATE  BELLE  S.  MICHE! 

(Mr.  MffiADER  asked  and  wa; 
permissioiKto  address  the  Hoiw' 
minute  and\o  revise  and  extepd  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MEADES.  Mr.  Sp^lier,  I  take 
this  time  to  anntoimce  to  /he  House  the 
death  of  Belle  S.  Miche^r,  wife  of  Earl 
C.  Michener,  wh(\sei>ved  the  Second 
Congressional  Districjtfof  Michigan  with 
distinction  for  thre^i^cades.  He  was 
my  predecessor  in/nis^dy. 

Mrs.  Micheneywas  ta^n  on  Monday 
of  this  week  ai^the  fune^will  be  held 
in  Adrian,  Miuh.,  this  afternoon. 

I  am  sure  that  all  of  my  colleagues  who 
served  wit/  Earl  Michener  jom  me  in 
extendin/to  him  and  his  family  our  very 
deepest /Empathy  in  this  hour  oi\their 
berea^ment. 

reed.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  'Wie 
■gegtleman  yield? 

MEADER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle^ 
ian  from  New  York  . 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  the 
pleasure  of  serving  with  Earl  Michener 
during  all  of  the  time  he  was  a  Member 
of  this  body.  We  were  very  close  friends 
of  Representative  and  Mrs.  Michener. 

Mrs.  Michener  was  a  wonderful 
woman  and  very  popular  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  She  was  very  helpful  to  Earl 
Michener. 

I  extend  the  deepest  sympathies  of 
Mrs.  Reed  and  me  to  Mr.  Michener  and 
their  daughters  in  this  time  of  their 
bereavement. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  served 
with  Earl  Michener  while  he  was  a 
Member  of  this  body.  Mr.  Michener 
was  extremely  helpful  to  me  when  I 
first  came  to  Congress,  he  being  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
in  the  80th  Congress. 

I  regret  deeply  to  hear  of  the  death 
of  his  beloved  wife  and  join  my  col¬ 


leagues  in  extending  sympathy  to  hinf 
and  his  family. 

Mr.  McDonough.  Mr.  Speakery/^ill 
the  gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  yield  to  the  ^ntle- 
man  from  California.  / 

Mr.  McDonough.  Mr.  Weaker,  I, 
too,  join  with  the  gentleman  fVom  Mich¬ 
igan  in  expressing  our  sincere  sympa¬ 
thy  and  condolence  to  E^  Michener  at 
the  loss  of  his  belovecDwife.  I  served 
in  the  Congress  witla  Earl  Michener 
when  I  first  came  he/fe  and  I  found  him 
to  be  very  helpfi^  and  very  capable. 
The  Congress  los^ne  of  its  outstanding 
Members  when  mr.  Michener  left. 

I  extend  my/ympathies  to  Mr.  Mich¬ 
ener  and  his  daughters. 

'ANNOUNCEMENT 

(Mr./§ISK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
missi^  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  .and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
m^ks.) 

/^r.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
ytime  to  state  that  I  was  very  much  in 
,/  favor  of  the  bill  considered  yesterday 
concerning  small  business.  I  was  on  the 
floor  during  the  major  part  of  the  debate 
but  was  called  away  for  a  short  time 
and  did  not  return  in  time  to  answer  to 
my  name  when  the  rollcall  was  had. 
Had  I  been  present  my  vote  would  have 
been  cast  in  support  of  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act  because  I  certainly  am  inter¬ 
ested  and  concerned  with  that  matter. 


THE  NEED  FOR  GREATER  TRAFFIC 
SAFETY 

(Mr.  ROBERTS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Monday 
night  the  President,  in  addressing  the 
Conference  of  Governors  in  Williams¬ 
burg,  Va.,  turned  the  spotlight  on  a  prob¬ 
lem  of  constantly  increasing  magni¬ 
tude — that  of  highway  safety. 

As  chairman  of  the  Special  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Traffic  Safety,  created  out  of 
the  concern  of  every  Member  of  this 
Jhuse  for  the  national  health  and  wel- 
f^  of  all  our  citizens,  I  have  been  grati- 
fiedN/o  read  in  the  news  the  interest 
showivby  many  of  the  Governors,  as  well 
as  the^President,  regarding  the  tragic 
toll  of  l^s  and  destruction  of  property 
now  beii^  wasted  upon  the  Nation’s 
highways.^'^y  deepest  hope  is  that  con¬ 
certed  action\will  follow  up  the  thoughts 
and  concern  Over  highway  safety,  now 
being  expressedUn  Williamsburg. 

Mr.  Speaker,  ii^his  speech,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  stated : 

The  American  peoj^  are  paying  an  In¬ 
creasingly  fearful  price  rto  the  failure  of  the 
States  to  agree  on  such  ^fety  essentials  as 
standards  for  licensing  o:\drivers  and  ve¬ 
hicles  and  basic  rules  of  th^tfoad. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  ti^t  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Subcommittee  on  TrafBcVSafety  in 
the  interim  report  which  it  filei^n  Jan¬ 
uary  3,  1957,  just  6  months  aRer  it 
had  been  established,  urged  the  S^tes 
to  adopt  uniform  traffic  laws;  the  imb- 
committee  further  urged  that  driver 
examining  and  licensing  procedures  be 
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strengthened;  and  that  vehicles  be  prop- 
erly\inspected.  The  Subcommittee  on 
Traftf^  Safety  recommended  that  more 
aggres^e  action  be  taken  by  local  com- 
munities'^nd  counties  as  well  as  States. 
The  subcommittee  urged  that  there  be 
organized  ^izen  support  for  balanced 
and  well-org^iized  safety  programs  of 
responsible  public  officials.  Certainly,  it 
is  not  possible  \p  have  safety  on  our 
highways  if  we  d^ot  have  citizens  who 
want  safety.  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  anv  pleased  that  the 
Pi-esident  has  seconobfi  those  recom¬ 
mendations  which  havdvbeen  made  by 
the  Special  Subcommitus^e  on  Traffic 
Safety.  I  sincerely  hope  thSl  every  pub¬ 
lic  official  will  continue  tl^  effort  to 
alert  the  public  to  the  horreMous  na¬ 
tional  waste  being  strewn  upon  our 
highways.  The  public  must  arm  Wainst 
this  vicious  enemy  which  is  now  Hiking 
over  40,000  lives,  and  leaving  100^)00 
permanently  and  totally  disabled,  aM 
over  2  million  casualties  in  its  wake  eacft 
year.  We  must  all  work  for  victory  in 
order  to  conquer  this  tremendous  na¬ 
tional  health  problem,  already  of  epi¬ 
demic  proportions. 


TAX  CO-OPS 

(Mr.  BECKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks, 
and  include  an  editorial.) 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
Baldwin  Citizen  under  date  of  June 
20,  1957,  there  appeared  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Tax  Co-ops,”  which  I  recommend 
to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues. 

Tax  Co-ops 

Across  the  Nation  awhile  ago,  794  weekly 
editors  took  pen  in  hand  to  answer  a  series 
of  22  questions  on  vital  Issues  propounded 
by  the  American  Press  which  published  the 
results  in  a  recent  issue  of  the  magazine 
together  with  a  letter  commending  the  sur¬ 
vey  to  the  attention  of  Mr.  Congressman  for 
an  overall  picture  of  grassroots  sentiment. 

“There  is  no  doubt  among  most  Congress¬ 
men,”  said  the  letter,  “that  the  country  edi¬ 
tor  does  reflect  grassroots  sentiment.  With¬ 
out  his  help,  it  is  often  difficult  to  know  what 
the  rural  half  of  America  is  thinking.” 

The  returns  showed  the  editors  pretty^ 
evenly  divided  on  whether  the  post  office 
should  pay  its  way,  whether  military  ser-^e 
under  the  draft  should  be  shortened  ^m 
2  years  to  18  months.  They  strongly  f^/ored 
Increasing  income-tax  exemptions  ^d  re¬ 
ducing  foreign  aid,  opposed  Feder^ aid  to 
schools.  / 

But  the  one  question  of  the  on  which 
the  editors  were  most  solidly  Inr  agreement 
asked  whether  cooperative  cor^ratlons  and 
savings  and  loan  assoclatione  (should)  be 
subject  to  Federal  income  ^taxation  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  bus^ess  corporations. 

■  every  section  of 

lUth,  South  Cen- 
ed  “Yes,”  12  per- 
only  2  percent 

from  the  opinion 
,1  America  should 
tongressmen  who 
s  issue  with  the 
ntry  people  are 
They  may  now 
1  and  discrimina- 
nericans  whether 
city  or  the  coun- 
aiay  now,  without 
,  allow  their  con¬ 


sciences  to  guide  them  in  taking  legislative 
steps  to  end  the  iniquitous  and  socialistic 
tax  evasion  that  is  permitting  the  co-ops 
and  savings  and  loan  associations  to  grow 
fat  and  sassy  at  the  expense  of  their  tax- 
paying  competitors. 


AWARD  OP  THE  ECCLESIASTICAL 
ORDER  OP  ST.  GREGORY  THE 
GREAT,  WITH  THE  RANK  OP 
KNIGHT  COMMANDER  WITH  STAR 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8383)  to  author-i 
ize  the  Honorable  John  W.  McCormack 
and  the  Honorable  John  J.  Rooney, 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  to  accept  and  wear  the  award  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Order  of  St.  Gregory 
the  Great,  with  the  rank  of  Knight 
Commander  with  Star. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Keogh).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re-, 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois?  / 
\  There  was  no  objection.  / 

'^he  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows^ 

Bk  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Homwable 
JoHi\w.  McCormack,  Representative  from 
the  St^e  of  Massachusetts,  and  thf  Honor¬ 
able  John  J.  Rooney,  Representaftlve  from 
the  State\pf  New  York,  are  auAorized  to 
accept  the  aAvard  of  the  Eccles^stlcal  Order 
of  St.  GregoW  the  Great,  witfi  the  rank  of 
Knight  Comrn^der  with  St^  together  with 
any  decorationsV^nd  documents  evidencing 
such  award.  Tl^  Department  of  State  Is 
authorized  to  deliAr  to  Jme  Honorable  John 
W.  McCormack  and^M  Honorable  John  J. 
Rooney  any  such  decM«tions  and  documents 
evidencing  such  awardX 

Sec.  2.  Notwith^ndink  section  2  of  the 
act  of  January  3^1881  (cHy.32.  21  Stat.  604; 
5  U.  S.  C.  114) ,  ^  any  otherXrovision  of  law 
to  the  contrary,  the  named  ^cipients  may 
wear  and  di^lay  the  aforemelrtioned  dec¬ 
oration  aftM  acceptance  thereoN 

The  b^  was  ordered  to  be  eiterossed 
and  re^  a  third  time,  was  read  th^hird 
time,^md  passed,  and  a  motion  to  ret(pn- 
sideiywas  laid  on  the  table,  \ 


yWARD  OP  THE  PHILIPPINE  LEGION 
f  OP  HONOR  IN  THE  DEGREE  OF 

COMMANDER 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  imani- 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8384)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Honorable  John  W.  Mc¬ 
Cormack  and  the  Honorable  Joseph  W, 
Martin,  Jr.,  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  to  accept  and  wear  the 
award  of  the  Philippine  Legion  of  Honor 
in  the  degree  of  Commander,  tendered 
by  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Keogh).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Honorable 
John  W.  McCormack,  Representative  from 
the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  the  Honor¬ 
able  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr.,  Representative 
from  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  are  author¬ 
ized  to  accept  the  award  of  the  Philippine 
Legion  of  Honor  in  the  degree  of  Com¬ 
mander,  together  with  any  decorations  and 
documents  evidencing  such  award.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  State  is  authorized  to  deliver  to 


the  Honorable  John  W.  McCoRMACi^nd  the 
Honorable  Joseph  W.  Martin,  jR.^ny  such 
decorations  and  documents  evidencing  such 
award.  / 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  Beouon  2  of  the 
act  of  January  31,  1881  (ch.  42,  21  Stat.  604; 
5  U.  S.  C.  114),  or  other  pnovision  of  law  to 
the  contrary,  the  named  Mclpients  may  wear 
and  display  the  aforetn^tioned  decoration 
after  acceptance  thereof 

The  bill  was  on^red  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  traie,  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passe^ and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR  AND 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR 

THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1958 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H. 
R.  6287)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  and  related  agen¬ 
cies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Jime  25, 
1957.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  brought  to  my  attention  that  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Boggs] 
is  opposed  to  the  conference  report. 
Therefore,  I  yield  5  minutes  at  this  time 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret 
exceedingly  to  have  to  oppose  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  this  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  to  oppose  this  conference  report. 
But  at  the  proper  time  I  shall  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit  with  instructions 
to  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  to  agree  to  Senate  Amendment 
No.  4.  I  do  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order 
to  preserve  the  sanctity  of  the  highway 
trust  fund  created  by  the  Highway 
Act  of  1956. 

Those  of  us  who  were  present  during 
the  debate  when  this  measure  was  first 
before  the  House  will  recall  that  this 
provision  was  passed  over  without  any 
debate  thereon.  Later  when  it  was 
brought  to  my  attention  that  $365,000 
was  appropriated  out  of  the  highway 
trust  fund  for  certain  functions  of  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Department  of  Labor, 
I  asked  unanimous  consent  to  go  back 
to  the  item,  but  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  objected.  Thereupon  the 
measure  went  to  the  other  bod^  and  the 
other  body  eliminated  the  item. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  take  just 
a  moment  to  read  the  language  of  the 
committee  report  on  this  appropriation 
as  reported  by  the  other  body: 

The  committee  recommends  an  Increase 
of  $170,000,  the  amount  necessary  to  finance 
the  mandatory  Increases. 
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That  is  for  the  Solicitor’s  Office  of  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

The  committee  recommends  the  deletion 
of  the  proviso  to  make  available  $365,000 
by  transfer  from  the  highway  trust  fund 
for  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  So¬ 
licitor  in  making  wage  determinations  in 
accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  as 
provided  in  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1956. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  the 
legislative  history  and  intent  in  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956  did  not  contemplate  the  use  of  the 
highway  trust  fund  for  this  purpose. 

I  think  anyone  who  will  take  the 
trouble  to  read  the  legislative  history 
of  this  act  both  before  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  will  agree  totally  and 
completely  with  this  statement. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  should 
like  to  concur  in  what  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  is  stating  as  far  as  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  is  con¬ 
cerned,  because  that  committee  never 
entertained  the  notion  that  there  would 
be  a  severance  of  the  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  the  payment  for 
that  activity  to  be  accounted  for  through 
the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  BOGGS.  I  certainly  yield  to  my 
distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  concur 
fully  with  the  statement  made  by  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Louisiana, 
^he  gentleman  from  Louisiana  served  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  on  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  and  was  the  au¬ 
thor  of  that  act.  The  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  reported  that  act  and 
the  House  passed  it.  The  gentleman  is 
entirely  correct  that  the  intent  and  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  Congress  was  to  preserve  the 
highway  trust  fund  for  the  building  of 
highways  and  not  deplete  that  fimd  by 
provisions  of  this  type.  The  fact  is, 
when  the  time  comes  to  build  the  high¬ 
ways  sufficient  funds  will  not  be  there 
for  that  purpose  and  we  will  be  called 
upon  again  to  provide  more  revenue  for 
the  building  of  the  highways.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect  in  the  position  he  is  taking  and  I 
fully  support  him. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  the  distinguished  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  REED.  I  have  been  very  much 
interested  in  the  Highway  Revenue  Act. 
As  the  gentleman  knows,  I  offered  the 
amendment  to  put  the  tax  on  the  trucks 
in  order  to  build  up  the  highways  of  this 
coimtry.  .The  gentleman  is  absolutely 
right  that  we  want  the  integrity  of  this 
trust  fund  preserved  for  the  building  of 
the  roads.  If  we  begin  to  use  these  fimds 
for  other  purposes,  we  will  destroy  the 
fund  and  will  not  have  the  highways  the 


country  needs.  I  congratulate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  on  the  position  he  has  taken. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KEAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Ml’.  KEAN.  As  one  who  is  in  favor  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  I  am  in  full  accord 
with  what  the  gentleman  says,  that  this 
should  not  be  taken  out  of  the  highway 
fund. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
and  I  want  to  make  that  point  very  clear. 
This  is  not  an  attack  on  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act.  I  supported  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act,  too.  Actually,  it  weakens  the 
act  to  ask  for  funds  in  this  manner. 
That  act  has  been  on  the  books  since 
1931,  over  25  years.  The  idea  that  all 
of  a  sudden  we  must  turn  to  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund  to  finance  those  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  law  is  utterly  ridiculous,  as 
we  pointed  out  in  the  debate  initially  on 
this  proposal.  If  the  Labor  Department 
can  come  in  and  demand  these  funds,  the 
Defense  Department  can  come  in,  the 
Treasury  Department  can  come  in,  and 
innumerable  other  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  come  in  who  would  have 
more  claim  to  this  money  than  the  Labor 
Department. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  If  the  gentleman’s 
motion,  if  he  makes  the  motion,  pre¬ 
vails,  then  is  there  any  money  at  all 
anywhere  in  the  bill  for  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  this  function? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Yes;  there  is.  I  am 
glad  the  gentleman  asked  that  question. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  My  informaton  is  to 
the  contrary. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  No.  If  I  may  explain, 
the  Senate  provided  $170,000.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  further  said  the  current  rate  of  ex¬ 
penditure  is  such,  though,  as  to  raise 
serious  doubt  as  to  the  amount  neces¬ 
sary,  and  the  Department  is  directed  to 
submit  a  supplemental  estimate  for  con¬ 
sideration  by  Congress  prior  to  July  1, 
1957.  That  is  the  language  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  I  trust  the  Members  will 
support  the  highway  trust  fund.  There 
is  no  question  that  funds  are  available 
and  further  funds  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Davis-Bacon  provisions. 

Mr.- Speaker,  I  made  it  most  clear  that 
'I  support  Davis-Bacon.  That  is  not  the 
issue  here.  The  issue  is  the  necessity  of 
keeping  these  funds  for  highway  con¬ 
struction  and  not  diverting  them  con¬ 
trary  to  law. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  whether  you  want  to  support  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  or  not.  But,  for  my 
part,  regardless  of  how  I  might  have 
felt  when  it  was  adopted,  it  was  adopted 
and  it  is  the  law  of  the  land.  That  is 
the  issue  here:  Are  we  going  to  provide 
the  money  to  support  the  Bacon-Davis 
Act?  This  is  the  situation.  I  have  the 
highway  statute  in  my  hand  and  I  am 


going  to  read  some  of  it  to  you.  It  is  as 
follows; 

Expenditures  from  the  trust  fund,  Federal- 
aid  highway  program:  Amounts  in  the  trust 
fund  shall  be  available  as  provided  by  ap¬ 
propriation  acts  for  making  expenditures 
after  June  30,  1956,  and  before  July  1,  1972. 
to  meet  those  obligations  of  the  United 
States  heretofore  or  hereafter  incurred  un¬ 
der  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  as  amended  and  supplement¬ 
ed,  which  are  attributable  to  Federal-aid 
highways  including  those  portions  of  gen¬ 
eral  administrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  payable  from  such  appro¬ 
priations. 

Section  102  of  that  law  shows  that  it 
is  an  amendment  and  supplement  of  the 
act  of  July  11,  1916.  Section  115  of  the 
law  provides  that  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
shall  be  applicable  to  the  roads  that  are 
constructed.  Frankly,  I  am  going  to 
meet  my  responsibility  and  I  am  going 
to  vote  for  the  money  to  operate  it. 
There  is  no  question  but  that  under  sec¬ 
tion  209  of  the  act  which  I  have  read  to 
you  that  any  provision  of  the  act  of  July 
11,  1916,  or  act  supplemental  or  amend¬ 
atory  thereof,  shall  be  paid  or  can  be 
paid  out  of  the  trust  frmd.  The  House 
committee  followed  the  rule  that  was 
set  up  in  section  209  of  the  act.  They 
have  provided  $365,000  to  be  derived 
from  the  act  because  that  was  the  in¬ 
formation  which  was  presented  to  us. 
When  it  went  to  the,  other  body,  it  was 
demonstrated  that  their  requirements 
would  be  $239,000,  We  agreed  in  the 
conference  to  put  that  thing  back  and 
meet  our  responsibilities  and  draw  $200,- 
000  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund. 
There  is  absolutely  no  question  but  what 
the  way  the  act  reads  that  we  have  the 
authority  to  do  it  and  we  are  right  in 
carrying  it  out.  If  we  are  not  going  to 
meet  our  responsibilities  and  if  we  want 
to  run  out  on  what  the  Congress  has 
decided  that  is  another  question,  but  I 
am  not  going  to  be  a  party  to  that  way 
of  doing  business. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
refer  to  the  report  of  the  other  body - - 

Mr.  TABER.  Oh,  I  heard  the  gentle¬ 
man  read  from  the  Senate  report,  but 
the  law  says  something  entirely  differ¬ 
ent.  If  the  gentleman  would  read  the 
law,  he  would  realize  that.  Shall  I 
read  it  again  to  him? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  TABER.  Shall  I  read  it  again 
to  him? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Ml’.  TABER.  Let  me  read  it  once 
more. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Read  it  as  many  times 
as  you  want.  The  law,  in  my  opinion,  is 
quite  clear  in  that  these  funds  are  only 
available  for  highway  purposes - 

Mr.  TABER.  This  is  the  picture.  The 
law  says  one  thing  and  the  gentleman 
wants  us  to  do  something  different.  I 
believe  in  going  along  with  the  law.  The 
law  says,  and  I  will  read  it  once  more: 

Amounts  in  the  trust  fund  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  as  provided  by  appropriation  acts  for 
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making  expenditures  after  June  30,  1956, 
and  before  July  1,  1972,  to  meet  those  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  United  States  heretofore  or 
hereafter  Incurred  under  the  Federal  Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  which  are  attributable 
to  Federal-aid  highways. 

Those  things  are  attributable  to  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  to  highways.  We  would  not 
have  to  do  this  activity  on  the  part  of 
the  Labor  Department  otherwise. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Ml-.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  given  an 
excellent  analysis  of  the  pertinent  por¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act, 
so  I  do  not  intend  to  spend  any  time 
on  the  technical  phases  of  that  legis¬ 
lation. 

A  year  ago,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
sent  a  request  to  the  Senate,  and  they 
approved  it,  for  a  supplemental  appro- 
pration  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund 
to  carry  on  this  work  that  was  written 
specifically  Into  the  act.  That  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  was  voted  by  the 
Senate  and  was  approved  by  the  House 
and  signed  by  the  Pi-esident  of  the 
United  States. 

Last  year  they  used  $160,000  out  of 
the  highway  trust  fund  for  this  purpose. 
This  year  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  President  again  sent  to  Congress  a 
request  for  $365,000  out  of  the  highway 
trust  fund  to  carry  on  this  work  that 
the  Solicitor’s  OflOce  in  the  Department 
of  Labor  is  required  by  the  Highway 
Act  to  carry  out.  That  amount  was 
recommended  by  the  House  committee. 
It  was  approved  by  the  House. 

The  question  was  raised  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  after  that  part  of 
the  biU  had  been  read  and  it  was  too 
late  to  offer  any  amendment.  It  then 
went  over  to  the  other  body.  The  other 
body  did  strike  out  that  amoimt  from 
the  highway  trust  fund  on  the  basis  of 
a  decision  that  was  rendered  to  them  by 
their  legal  counsel. 

We  went  to  conference  yesterday  on 
the  basis  of  a  ruling  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States,  on  the 
basis  of  a  ruling  by  the  Solicitor  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  on  the  basis 
of  a  ruling  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget - 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  has 
had  half  the  time  on  this  question,  so 
I  am  sorry  but  I  decline  to  yield. 

On  two  occasions  they  have  sent  to 
the  Congress  requests  that  they  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  a  part  of  the  administration 
of  the  Highway  Act  and  should  be  taken 
from  the  highway  funds.  We  do  not 
come  from  yesterday’s  conference  asking 
you  to  appropriate  the  full  $365,000. 
We  compromised  with  the  Senate  to  the 
extent  that  the  conference  report  carries 
only  $200,000  to  carry  on  this  work  for 
the  next  fiscal  year.  Use  of  these  funds 
for  this  purpose  has  been  approved  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  the  Solicitor 
of  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  by  the 
Comptroller  General. 

As  to  the  question  that  was  asked  by 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana,  are  there 
any  funds  in  the  appropriation  bill,  if 


this  were  not  allowed,  to  enforce  the 
provisions  of  the  Bacon-Davis  Act  as  it 
applies  to  Federal-aid  highways?  The 
answer  is  “No.”  If  this  is  turned  down 
and  you  do  not  allow  this  $200,000  there 
is  not  one  dime  that  can  be  used  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  Bacon-Davis  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Highway  Act,  because  this 
$200,000  can  be  expended  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  only  and  for  no  other  purposes  and 
there  were  no  other  funds  requested  or 
included  in  the  bill  for  that  purpose. 
So  there  is  no  w^y  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  or  any  other  department  of 
the  Government  can  enforce  them  if 
this  $200,000  is  disallowed. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  do  not  yield,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  think  we  were  very  generous 
in  giving  the  gentleman  practically  all 
the  time  he  wanted  when  he  made  his 
own  statement. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  generosity. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
something  to  which  we  have  given  seri¬ 
ous  consideration.  It  has  been  agreed 
to  by  the  Senate  conferees,  and  the 
House  conferees  are  in  unanimous 
agreement  on  this  conference  report. 
We  ask  your  support  in  its  adoption. 
We  have  before  us  now  a  bill  that  calls 
for  practically  $3  billion  for  the  health, 
welfare,  and  education  of  the  people  of 
this  coimtry.  I  hope  that  the  House  will 
not  adopt  the  motion  that  will  be  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  send¬ 
ing  this  conference  report  back  to  the 
conference  committee. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  conference  report. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  last  year  was 
made  applicable  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  of  1956.  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  has 
been  in  effect  for  more  than  30  years. 
It  was  authored  by  a  Republican  in  the 
House,  Mr.  Bacon  of  New  York,  and  by 
a  Republican  in  the  Senate,  Senator 
Davis  of  Pennsylvania.  The  law  was 
signed  by  a  Republican  President. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  makes  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  in  a  particular  area  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  entire  area.  It  has  greatly 
stabilized  wages  on  Federal  projects  and 
has  made  it  impossible  for  chiselers  to 
undercut  legitimate  contractors  by 
undercutting  and  downgrading  wages 
alone. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  has  worked  ex¬ 
ceptionally  well  since  its  inception  and 
for  that  reason  was  included  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

For  that  reason  the  conference  re¬ 
port  between  the  House  and  the  Senate 
on  H.  R.  6287  has  included  sufficient 
money  for  the  enforcement  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
of  1956.  I  am  supporting  the  conference 
act,  and  I  shall  vote  against  the  motion 
to  recommit  the  bill  to  the  conference 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  conference 
report? 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  1  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hiestand  moves  to  recommit  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  bill,  H.  R.  6287,  to 
the  committee  of  conference. 

Mr.  FOGAR’TY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr,  Speaker,  I  demand 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  division. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Boggs)  there 
were — ayes  36,  noes  116. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  73,  nays,  321,  not  voting  39,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  124] 

YEAS— 73 


Abbitt 

Haley 

Robeson,  Va. 

Abernethy 

Hardy 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Alexander 

Harris 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Ashmore 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rutherford 

Barden 

Hebert 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Beckworth 

Hemphill 

Shuford 

Boggs 

Hiestand 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Bonner 

Jennings 

Smith,  Kans. 

Boykin 

Johansen 

Smith,  Miss. 

Burleson 

Jonas 

Smith,  Va. 

Cooley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Smith.  Wls. 

Cooper 

Kilgore 

Steed 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kltchln 

Teague,  Tex. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Landrum 

Thompson,  La. 

Dowdy 

Lennon 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Durham 

Long 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Fallon 

Loser 

Trimble 

Fisher 

McMiUan 

Tuck 

Flynt 

Mills 

Whitener 

Forand 

Murray 

Whitten 

Fountain 

Passman 

Williams,  Miss. 

Frazier 

Poage 

Willis 

Gary 

Reed 

Winstead 

Gathings 

Riley 

Gregory 

Rivers 

NAYS— 321 

Addonizlo 

Baldwin 

Boyle' 

Albert 

Baring 

Bray 

Alger 

Barrett 

Breeding 

Allen,  Calif, 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Brooks,  La. 

Allen,  ni. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Andersen, 

Bates 

Broomfield 

H.  Carl 

Baumhart 

Brown,  Ga. 

Anderson, 

Becker 

Brown,  Mo. 

Mont. 

Belcher 

Brown,  Ohio 

Andresen, 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Brownson 

August  H. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Broyhlll 

Andrews 

Berry 

Budge 

Anfuso 

Betts 

Burdick 

Arends 

Blatnik 

Bush 

Ashley 

Blitch 

Byrd 

Asplnall 

Boland 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Auchlncloss 

Bolling 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Avery 

Bolton 

Canfield 

Ayres 

Bosch 

Cannon 

Baker 

Bow 

Carnahan 

1957 

Carrlgg 

Holmes 

C( 

Pelly 

Cederberg 

Holt 

Perkins 

Chamberlain 

Hosmer 

Pfost 

Chelf 

Huddleston 

Philbin 

Chenoweth 

HuU 

Pilcher 

Chlperfleld 

Hyde 

Pillion 

Christopher 

Ikard 

Poff 

Chudoff 

Jackson 

Polk 

Church 

James 

Porter 

Clark 

Jarman 

Powell 

Clevenger 

Jenkins 

Preston 

Coad 

Johnson 

Price 

Cole 

Jones,  Mo. 

Prouty 

Collier 

Judd 

Rabaut 

Corbett 

Kars  ten 

Rad  wan 

Coudert 

Kean 

Rains 

Cramer 

Kearns 

Ray 

C  retell  a 

Keating 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Cunningham, 

Kee 

Rees,  Kans. 

Iowa 

Keeney 

Reuss 

Cunningham, 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Nebr. 

Kelly.  N.  Y. 

Rhodes,  ta. 

Curtin 

Kilburn 

Rlehlman 

Curtis,  Mass, 

Kllday 

Roberts 

Curtis,  Mo. 

King 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Dague 

Kirwan 

Rodino 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kluczynskl 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Dawson,  Utah 

Knox 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Delaney 

Knutson 

Rooney 

Dellay 

Klreuger 

Roosevelt 

Dempsey 

Laird 

Sadlak 

Dennison 

Lane 

Santangelo 

Denton 

Ijanham 

St.  George 

Derounian 

LeCompte 

Saund 

Devereux 

Leslnskl 

Schenck 

Dies 

Lipscomb 

Scherer 

Dingell 

McCarthy 

Sohwengel 

Dixon 

McCormack 

Scrlvner 

Dolllnger 

McCulloch 

Soudder 

Donohue 

McDonough 

Seely-Brown 

Dooley 

McPall 

Selden 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

McGovern 

Sheehan 

Doyle 

McGregor 

Siemlnskl 

Dwyer 

McIntosh 

Sikes 

Eberharter 

McVey 

Siler 

Edmondson 

Macdonald 

Simpson,  HI. 

Elliott 

Machrowlcz 

Sisk 

Farbsteln 

Mack,  Ill. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Fascell 

Mack,  Wash. 

Spence 

Felghan 

Madden 

Springer 

Fenton 

Magnuson 

Staggers 

Flno 

Mahon 

Stauffer 

Flood 

Mallliard 

Sullivan 

Fogarty 

Marshall 

Taber 

Ford 

Martin 

Talle 

Forrester 

Mason 

Teague,  Calif. 

Frelinghuysen 

Matthews 

Teller 

Friedel 

May 

Tewes 

Garmatz 

Meader 

Thomas 

Gavin 

Merrow 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

George 

Metcalf 

Thornberry 

Gordon 

Michel 

Tollefson 

Granahan 

MUler,  Calif, 

UdaU 

Gray 

Miller,  Md. 

Ullman 

Green,  Oreg. 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Vanik 

Green,  Pa. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Van  Pelt 

Griffin 

Minshall 

Van  Zandt 

Griffiths 

Moore 

Vinson 

Gross 

Morano 

Vorys 

Gubser 

Morgan 

Vursell 

Gwlnn 

Morris 

Wainwright 

Hagen 

Moss 

Walter 

Halleck 

Moulder 

Watts 

Harden 

Mumma 

Weaver 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Natcher 

Westland 

Harvey 

Neal 

Wharton 

Haskell 

Nicholson 

Widnall 

Hays,  Ohio 

Nlmtz 

Wier 

Healey 

Norblad 

Wlgglesworth 

Henderson 

Norrell 

WUliams,  N.  Y. 

Herlong 

O’Brien,  HI. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Heselton 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Withrow 

Hess 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Wolverton 

Hill 

O’Konskl 

Wright 

Hillings 

O’Neill 

Yates 

Hoeven 

Osmers 

Young 

Hoffman 

Ostertag 

Yoimger 

Hollfleld 

Patman 

Zablocki 

Holland  Patterson 

NOT  VOTING— 59 

Adair 

Evins 

Mclntire 

Bailey 

Fulton 

Montoya 

Beamer 

Grant 

Morrison 

Bentley 

Hale 

Multer 

Bowler 

Hays,  Ark. 

O’Brien,  N.  Y, 

Buckley 

Holtzman 

Saylor 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Horan 

Scott.  Pa, 

Celler 

Jensen 

Shelley 

Coffin 

Kearney 

Sheppard 

Colmer 

Keogh 

Taylor 

Dawson,  IlL 

Lankford 

Utt 

Diggs 

Intham 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Engle 

McConnell 

Zelenko 
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So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  annmmced  the  following 
pairs ; 

Mr.  Holtzman  with  Mr.  Beamer. 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Sheppard  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Lankford  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Multer  with  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin. 

Mr.  Engle  with  Mr.  Bentley. 

Mr.  Dawson  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Jensen. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Wilson  of  California. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Arkansas  with  Mr.  Latham. 

Mr.  Bailey  with  Mr.  McConnell. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mr.  Fulton. 

Mr.  Collin  with  Mr.  Hale. 

Messrs.  ANDERSON  of  Montana, 
JONES  of  Missouri,  and  BAKER 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  first  amendment 
in  disagreement. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  consider  en  bloc 
those  amendments  which  are  in  teclmi- 
cal  disagreement  ahd  on  which  the 
House  managers  will  offer  a  motion  to 
recede  and  concur  as  follows:  Nos.  2,  8, 
17, 18,  22,  27,  30,  37,  39,  44,  and  47. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  2:  On  page  2.  line 
13,  insert  “Provided,  That  the  limitation  of 
$154,490  for  international  labor  affairs  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  Department  of  Labor  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1957  (70  Stat.  423)  is  increased 
to  $159,490.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  8:  On  page  6,  line 
7,  insert  “of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet 
Increased  costs  of  administration  resulting 
from  changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases  in 
the  numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid 
or  increased  salary  costs  resulting  from 
changes  in  State  salary  compensation  plans 
embracing  employees  of  the  State  generally 
over  those  upon  which  the  State’s  basic  grant 
(or  the  allocation  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia)  was  based,  which  increased  costs  of  ad¬ 
ministration  cannot  be  provided  for  by  nor¬ 
mal  budgetary  adjustments.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  17:  On  page  17, 
line  9,  after  the  words  “fiscal  year”  insert  a 
colon  and  the  following;  “Provided  further. 
That  the  amount  of  allotment  which  States 
and  Territories  are  not  prepared  to  use  may 
be  reapportioned  amor^g  other  States  and 
Territories  applying  therefor  for  use  in  the 
programs  for  which  the  funds  were  originally 
apportioned.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  18:  On  page  17, 
line  20,  after  “$5,000,000”  insert  a  colon  and 
the  following:  “Provided,  That  the  amount 
of  any  State's  allotment  from  this  appropria¬ 
tion  which  such  State  certifies  will  remain 
unpaid  to  it  on  June  30,  1959,  may  be  re¬ 
allotted  by  the  Commissioner  among  other 


States  applying  therefor  In  proportion  to 
their  rural  population,  and  deemed  part  of 
such  allotments,  except  that  no  State’s  allot¬ 
ment  shall  be  so  Increased  as  to  exceed  the 
allotment  which  would  be  made  to  it  were 
this  appropriation  equal  to  the  maximum 
authorized  under  such  act.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  22;  Page  24,  line 
20,  strike  out  lines  20  to  23,  inclusive,  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction:  For  payments  under  section  6  of 
the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended 
(70  Stat.  502),  $45,000,000  which  together 
with  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1957  (70  Stat.  769),  shall  be 
applied  to  payment  on  account  of  allotments 
made  for  the  current  and  preceding  fiscal 
years  pursuant  to  said  act.  such  sums  to 
remain  available  only  until  June  30,  1959: 
Provided,  ’That  allotments  under  such  sec¬ 
tion  6  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  $50,000,000.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  27:  On  page  28, 
line  12,  after  the  word  “projects”  Insert  “and 
training  grants.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  30 ;  On  page  30,  line 
2,  after  the  semicolon  strike  out  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  line  and  lines  3  and  4  ending 
with  the  word  “program”  and  insert  the 
following:  “and  to  contract  on  a 

cost  or  other  basis  for  supplies  and 
services  by  negotiation,  without  regard  to 
section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  chemotherapy  program, 
including  Indemnification  of  contractors  to 
the  extent  and  subject  to  the  limitations 
provided  in  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
section  2354,  except  that  approval  and  cer¬ 
tification  required  thereby  shall  be  by  the 
Surgeon  General.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  37:  On  page  32, 
line  22,  insert  “Retired  pay  of  commissioned 
officers;  For  retired  pay  of  commissioned 
officers,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  payments 
under  the  Uniformed  Services  Contingency 
Option  Act  of  1953,  such  amount  as  may  be 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  39 :  On  page  33, 
line  22,  insert  “Construction,  Bureau  of 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance:  For  an 
additional  amount  for  ‘Construction,  Bureau 
of  Old-Age  and  Survivorfe  Insurance’  for 
construction  of  an  office  building  and  ap¬ 
purtenant  facilities,  including  acquisition 
of  land,  $5,710,000,  to  be  derived  from  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  which,  together  with  sums  here¬ 
tofore  appropriated  for  these  purposes,  shall 
establish  a  limitation  of  cost  of  $31,080,000:  , 
Provided,  That  the  established  limit  of  cost 
may  be  exceeded  or  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  percentage  increase 
or  decrease,  if  any,  in  construction  costs  gen¬ 
erally  dating  from  October  1,  1956,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Administrator,  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  and  the  amount  to  be 
derived  from  the  aforesaid  trust  fund  shall 
be  Increased  or  decreased  accordingly;  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  Immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  proviso  shall  be  effective  only  if  a 
contract  for  construction  is  executed  on  or 
before  December  1.  1957.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  44;  On  page  40, 
line  9,  after  “1959”  insert  a  colon  and  the 
following:  “Provided,  That  existing  obliga- 
tlonal  authority  to  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  prepara¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  specifications  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  general  office  and  the  dental 
research  buildings  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  and  the  National  Library  of  Medi¬ 
cine  building  of  the  Public  Health  Service, 
shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958.” 

Senate  amendment  No.  47:  On  page  44, 
line  11,  after  the  word  “diem;”  insert  “Gov¬ 
ernment  listed  telephones  in  private  resi¬ 
dences  and  private  apartments  for  official 
use  in  cities  where  mediators  are  officially 
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stationed,  but  no  Federal  mediation  and 
concilation  service  office  is  maintained.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  8,  17,  18,  22,  27,  30, 
37,  39,  44  and  47,  and  concur  therein. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment  in 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  6:  Page  5,  line  9, 
Insert:  “of  which  $5,874,400  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  from  the  Federal  unemployment 
account  in  the  unemployment  trust  fund, 
and.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows; 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  “$5,874,400”,  narhed  in 
said  amendment,  insert  “$5,832,400.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment 
in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  23:  Page  26,  line 
1,  Insert:  “Surveys  and  planning  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction:  The  funds  appropriated 
under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1955  (68  Stat.  810)  shall 
remain  available  for  expenditure  until  June 
30,  1959.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  “June  30,  1959”,  named  in  said 
amendment.  Insert;  “June  30,  1958.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment  in 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  29;  Page  28,  line 
21,  insert  “National  Institutes  of  Health 
Management  Fund:  For  the  purpose  of  fa¬ 
cilitating  the  economical  and  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  operations  in  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  which  are  financed  by  two  or  more 
appropriations  where  the  costs  of  operation 
are  not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as 
charges  to  such  appropriations,  there  is 
hereby  established  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  Management  Fund.  Such  amounts 
as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  may  determine  to  represent  a  rea-. 
sonable  distribution  of  estimated  costs 
among  the  various  appropriations  involved 
may  be  advanced  each  year  to  this  fund 
and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for 
such  costs  under  such  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  said  Director,  including  not  to 
exceed  $2,500  each  fiscal  year  for  entertain¬ 
ment  of  visiting  scientists  when  specifically 
approved  by  said  Director,  and  for  the  op¬ 


eration  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to 
employees  and  others  at  rates  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  said  Director  to  be  sufficient  to 
cover  the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  thereof  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  this  fund:  Provided,  That  funds  advanced 
to  this  fund  shall  be  available  only  in  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  advanced:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  final  adjustments  of  ad¬ 
vances  in  accordance  with  actual  costs  shall 
be  effected  wherever  practicable  with  the  ap¬ 
propriations  from  which  such  funds  are  ad¬ 
vanced.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert : 

“National  Institutes  of  Health  Manage¬ 
ment  Fund:  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  economical  and  efficient  conduct  of  op¬ 
erations  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
which  are  financed  by  two  or  more  appro¬ 
priations  where  the  costs  of  operation  are 
not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as 
charges  to  such  appropriations,  there  is 
hereby  established  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  Management  Fund.  Such  amounts 
as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  may  determine  to  represent  a  rea¬ 
sonable  distribution  of  estimated  costs 
among  the  various  appropriations  Involved 
may  be  advanced  each  year  to  this  fund 
and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for 
such  costs  under  such  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  said  Director,  including  the 
operation  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals 
to  employees  and  others  at  rates  to  be  de¬ 
termined  by  said  Director  to  be  sufficient  to 
cover  the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the 
proceeds  thereof  shall  be  deposited  to  the 
credit  of  this  fund:  Provided,  That  funds 
advanced  to  this  fund  shall  be  available  only 
in  the  fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  ad¬ 
vanced:  Provided  further.  That  final  ad¬ 
justments  of  advances  in  accordance  with 
actual  costs  shall  be  effected  wherever  prac¬ 
ticable  with  the  appropriations  from  which 
such  funds  are  advanced.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment  in 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amen4ment  No.  46:  Page  40,  line 
25,  insert: 

“Sec.  210.  To  the  extent  and  under  the 
conditions  provided  by  regulations  of  the 
Secretary,  officers  (including  commissioned 
officers  of  the  Public  Health  Service)  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  may  hereafter,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  their  attendance  at  meetings  or  in 
performing  advisory  services  concerned  with 
the  functions  or  activities  of  the  Department, 
be  permitted  to  accept  payment,  in  cash  or 
in  kind,  from  non-Federal  agencies,  organ¬ 
izations,  and  individuals,  for  travel  and  sub¬ 
sistence  expenses,  to  be  retained  by  them  to 
cover  the  cost  thereof  or  deposited  to  the 
credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the 
cost  thereof  is  paid,  as  may  be  provided  In 
such  regulations.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  46,  and  concur  therein 


with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
“Sec.  210”,  named  in  said  amendment,  insert 
“Sec.  211.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table, 

general  leave  to  extend 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
the  remarks  I  made  in  today’s  debate; 
and  also  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  permission  to  extend 
their  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
or  during  debate  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  amendment  17 
because  I  believe  this  reapportionment 
provision  is  a  vicious  tool  for  the  forces 
who  would  spend  and  spend  and  ^per¬ 
petuate  themselves  on  the  Federal  pay¬ 
roll.  Furthermore,  I  do  not  believe  it 
is  right  to  use  the  taxes  paid  by  one  State 
for  the  personal  benefit  of  another  State 
and  that  certainly  is  the  case  involved 
here.  Under  this  amendment,  if  my 
State  does  not  use  all  of  its  Federal 
handout,  this  Federal  money  would  then 
be  reapportioned  and  given  to  some  oth¬ 
er  State  which  already  had  received  its 
share  and  wants  more.  This  practice 
penalizes  those  States  who  are  already 
doing  a  good  job  and  do  not  want  or  need 
Federal  help. 

If  we  are  to  ever  halt  this  practice  of 
more  and  more  Federal  handout  from 
Washington  we  should  start  by  striking 
this  reapportionment  provision,  and  that 
is  why  I  strongly  oppose  amendment  17. 

Amendment  17  puts  this  reapportion¬ 
ment  provision  back  into  the  bill  after  it 
was  stricken  out  on  a  point  of  order 
when  the  bill  first  came  up. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
the  time  for  general  debate  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  taken  up  with  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  motion  to  recommit,  I 
take  this  opportunity  to  set  forth  the 
high  points  of  the  action  taken  by  the 
conferees  on  the  Senate  amendments  to 
the  Labor-Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  appropriation  bill  for  1958.  The 
original  budget  estimates  totaled  $2,- 
981,277,581.  As  the  bill  passed  the 
House,  it  carried  a  total  of  $2,846,831,- 
581,  a  reduction  of  $134,446,000  from  the 
amount  requested.  The  Senate  in¬ 
creased  the  bill  to  $2,885,290,781,  or  an 
increase  of  $38,459,200  over  the  amount 
approved  by  the  House.  The  amounts 
agreed  upon  in  conference  total  $2,- 
871,182,781,  or  $24,351,200  over  the 
amount  approved  by  the  House,  $14,- 
108,000  less  than  the  amount  approved 
by  the  Senate,  and  $110,094,800  less  than 
the  amount  requested  in  the  Pi-esident’s 
budget,  I  think  it  is  important  to  an  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  conferees’  action  to 
note  that  of  the  increase  of  $24,351,200 
by  which  the  conference  agreement  is 
over  the  House  bill,  $21  million  is  for 
Increased  activities  of  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health.  The  total  net  in¬ 
crease  other  than  that  for  the  National 
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Institutes  of  Health  is  $4,351,200  over 
the  House  bill,  or  an  increase  of  just 
about  one-tenths  of  1  percent. 

When  this  bill  was  considered  by  the 
House,  13  amendments  involving  reduc¬ 
tions  in  funds  were  adopted.  Following 
are  the  13  items  to  which  amendments 


were  adopted  in  the  House,  with  figures 
setting  forth  the  amounts  reported  to 
the  House  by  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  the  reduced  amounts  passed 
by  the  House,  the  amounts  passed  by 
the  Senate,  and  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment; 


Item 

House 

committee 

House 

Senate 

Conference 

DEPARTMENT  OP  LABOR 

Office  of  the  Secretary _ _ 

$1,510,  000 

$1,480,000 

$1, 480, 000 

$1, 480, 000 

Office  of  the  Solicitor _ 

2,  225, 000 

2,  021,000 

2, 191, 000 

2, 121,000 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards _ 

1,  031,  3(K) 

98.5, 000 

985,  000 

'  985;  000 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  . 
Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees - 

0,  000,  (MK) 

5,  558,  000 

0, 000, 000 

6,  958,  OOO 

26,  500,  (KKI 

25,  000, 000 

25,  000, 000 

25,  0(X),  000 

Mexican  farm-labor  program . . . . 

2.  500,  OIX) 

2,  236,  200 

2,  500, 000 

2,  250,  000 

tirants  to  States: 

Base  appropriation _ 

2.50, 000,  000 

249,  814, 000 

2.50,  000, 000 

249,  814,  000 

12,  (KX),  (XK) 

10, 000, 000 

7,  225, 000 

10, 000,  000 
7,  2(X),  000 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics _ 

7,  470,  tXK) 

7, 124,000 

Wage  and  Hour  Division . 

10,  888,  000 

10,  600, 000 

10, 600, 000 

10,  600,  OOO 

HEW 

President’s  Committee  on  education  beyond  the  high 

200,000 

200,000 

2,900,000 

50,000 
1,  900,000 

Bureau  of  Public  Assistance _ 

2,000,000 

.  1,900,000 

NLRB 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . - . 

9, 450, 000 

9,384,800 

9, 384, 800 

9,384,800 

It  will  be  remembered,  in  connection 
with  the  appropriation  for  grants  to 
States  under  the  Department  of  Labor, 
■  that  the  contingency  fund  language  was 
stricken  from  the  bill  on  a  point  of  order. 
Subsequently,  the  amount  of  funds  which 
the  stricken  language  had  referred  to 
was  taken  from  the  bill  by  amendment. 

The  Senate  restored  the  contingency 
fund  language  with  a  slight  revision  and 
included  $10  million  in  lieu  of  the  $12 
million  that  had  originally  been  carried 
in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  the  language  and  thus 
it  was  almost  automatic  that  they  also 
agreed  to  the  additional  funds.  With 
this  one  exception,  no  Senate,  increase 
to  an  item  which  was  amended  by  the 
House  was  agreed  to  completely,  and  it 
will  be  noted  from  the  figures  in  this 
table  that  the  major  part  of  the  reduc¬ 
tions  voted  by  the  House  have  been  held 
in  the  final  bill  as  brought  back  by  the 
Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House, 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier  in  my  re¬ 
marks,  most  of  the  difference  between 
the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  bill  was 
in  the  appropriations  for  medical  re¬ 
search  and  related  activities  at  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health.  The  House 
had  allowed  the  full  budget  estimate  for 
each  of  the  Institutes.  The  Senate  in¬ 
creased  the  appropriations  for  5  of  the 
Institutes  by  a  total  of  $36,600,000. 
After  very  careful  consideration  and  full 
discussion  of  these  increases  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate,  a 
compromise  of  $21  million  was  agreed  to. 
While  there  were  widely  divergent  opin¬ 
ions  expressed  as  to  the  proper  amount, 
I  think  it  is  significant  that  ever  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conference  signed  the  report 
without  reservation  and  I  also  think  it  is 
significant  that  we  arrived  at  imanimous 
agreement  as  to  the  guidemarks  which 
should  be  established  in  the  use  of  the 
$21  million  increase.  I  will  set  forth  the 
breakdown  of  the  $21  million  which  we 
will  expect  to  be  used  as  guidemarks  by 
the  Institutes  in  the  expenditure  of  these 
additional  funds. 


For  the  National  Cancer  Institute,  the 
Senate  had  increased  the  House  bill  by 
$11,641,000.  The  conferees  agreed  on  an 
increase  of  $9,500,000,  of  which  $6,400,- 
000  would  be  for  contract  work  in  the 
chemotherapy  program,  $2,500,000  would 
be  for  research  grants,  $250,000  would 
be  for  fellowships  and  training,  and 
$350,000  for  direct  research  with  germ- 
free  animals. 

For  the  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health,  the  Senate  increase  amounted  to 
$8,777,000,  and  the  conferees  agreed  to 
an  increase  of  $4  million  which  is  broken 
down  as  follows:  $1,500,000  for  research 
grants;  $2  million  for  fellowships  and 
training:  and  $500,000  for  direct  oper¬ 
ations  with  primary  emphasis  on  the  re- 
search  planned  to  be  done  at  St.  Eliz¬ 
abeths  Hospital. 

For  the  National  Heart  Institute,  the 
Senate  increased  the  House  bill  by  $5,- 
348,000.  The  conferees  agreed  upon  an 
increase  of  $2,500,000  of  which  $1  mil¬ 
lion  would  be  for  their  center  on  aging, 
most  of  which  is  to  be  used  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Baltimore  study,  $1  mil¬ 
lion  for  fellowships  and  training,  and 
$500,000  for  direct  operations.  ' 

The  Senate  increased  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  National  Institute  of  Ar¬ 
thritis  and  Metapolic  Diseases  by  $5,-. 
663,000  and  the  conferees  agreed  uponi 
an  increase  of  $2,500,000.  This  increase 
is  aimed  to  give  the  Institute  an  addi¬ 
tional  $1,500,000  for  research  grants  in¬ 
cluding  $500,000  to  start  a  research  pro¬ 
gram  in  gastroenterology,  $650,000  for 
fellowships  and  training,  and  $350,000! 
for  direct  operations.  I 

The  appropriation  for  the  National  In-j 
stitute  of  Neurology  and  Blindness  was! 
increased  by  the  Senate  by  $5,171,000. 
The  conferees  agreed  upon  an  increase 
of  $2,500,000,  of  which  $1  million  would 
be  for  research  grants,  including  $500,- 
000  for  additional  work  in  connection 
with  the  collaborative  program  in  dis¬ 
eases  and  disorders  that  arise  in  the 
perinatal  period,  and  $500,000  additional 
for  research  on  hearing;  $1,250,000  for 
fellowships  and  training;  and  $250,000 
for  direct  operations. 


While  there  were  other  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  I  believe  that  I  have  covered  the 
most  important  items  which  were  sub¬ 
ject  to  action  by  the  conferees,  however, 
I  would  like  to  mention  one  more  just 
for  the  purpose  of  emphasis.  The  House 
conferees  in  agreeing  to  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  Numbered  39 
did  so  without  reservation.  The  Senate 
report  makes  quite  clear  what  is  in¬ 
tended  by  this  amendment,  if  it  is  not 
clear  by  itself.  I  trust  that  the  officials 
of  the  executive  branch  concerned  with 
this  matter  will  give  full  consideration 
to  both  the  House  and  Senate  reports  on 
this  bill  and  to  the  unanimous  action  of 
the  conferees  on  this  amendment  and  be 
guided  thereby  in  making  their  decision 
on  whether  or  n^  to  proceed  expedi¬ 
tiously  with  the  construction  of  the 
OASI  building  in  Baltimore. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that,  in  view  of 
all  the  circumstances,  the  Managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  have  brought  back 
a  very  good  bill. 


BEHTY  views  on  H.  R.  4520 

fHlRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Mon- 
ed  a  report  on  the  bill  H.  R. 

.  at  that  time  asked  imanimous 
that  any  Member  of  the  minor- 
until  midnight  Wednesday,  to- 
file  a  report  to  accompany  this 
ow  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
ority  for  the  minority  to  file  a 
report  oh  the  bill  may  be  extended  until 
midnight\tomorrow  night. 

The  SPEYER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  rt  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  ACT 
\  OP  1946 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules  (on  nehalf  of  Mr.  Thorn- 
berry),  reported  the  following  privi¬ 
leged  resolution  (H.  Res.  296,  Rept.  No. 
640) ,  which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  It  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  ltself\lnto  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  conslderati^  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7390)  to  amend  the  Administrative  Ex¬ 
penses  Act  of  1946,  and  fdSr  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  whic^  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  dWlded  and  con. 
trolled  by  the  chairman  ana,  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  CommfWee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  the  bill  imall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  5-iAinute  rule. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  considerJition  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  Hfeuse  with, 
such  amendments  as  may  have  be^  adopt¬ 
ed,  and  the  previous  question  shallvbe  con¬ 
sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  kmend- 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  with^t  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit.  \ 


ATOMIC  ENERGY  ACT  OP  1954\ 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  d^ 
Rules  (on  behalf  of  Mr.  Madden),  re¬ 
ported  the  following  privileged  resolu-^ 
tion  (H.  Res.  297,  Rept.  No.  641),  which 
was  referred  to  tlie  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
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the  House  resolve  Itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the\Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  ftor  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  K.  7^)  to  amend  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  199^,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes.  Alfer  general  debate, 


which  shall 


be  confined  tcxthe  bill  and  continue  not  to 
exceed  2  hoursKto  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
House  minority  mfepiber  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Atomic  ^ergy,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendments  under  the  5 -minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusl^p  of  the  considera¬ 


tion  of  the  bill  for  am^pdment,  the  com¬ 


mittee  shall  rise  and  repbrt  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendm^ts  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  and  the  pr^lous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordereS  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 


ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


FURNITURE  AND  FURNISHINGS  mR 

ADDITIONAL  SENATE  OPFRSE 

BUILDING 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  298,  Rept.  No.  642), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Cal¬ 
endar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  Itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(S.  1428)  to  authorize  furniture  and  fur¬ 
nishings  for  the  additional  office  building 
for  the  United  States  Senate.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  ■  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to.  recommit. 


INCREASING  LIMIT  OF  COST,  CON¬ 
STRUCTION  AND  EQUIPMENT,  AD¬ 
DITIONAL  UNITED  STATES  SEN¬ 
ATE  OFFICE  BUILDING 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  300,  Rept.  No.  644) , 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  Itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  1430) 
Increasing  the  limit  of  cost  fixed  for  con¬ 
struction  and  equipment  of  an  additional 
office  building  for  the  United  States  Senate. 
After  general  debate,  which  shali  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
^chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
toe  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall 
^read  for  amendment  imder  the  5-minute 
ru^.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  tbe  bill  for  amendment,  the  committee 
shallNdse  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted^^nd  the  previous  question  shall 
conslderea^s  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amenc 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in^r- 
vening  moti^  except  one  motion  tq/  re¬ 
commit. 


CLARIPyiNG 
ERS,  INCREASl 
ING  AUTHORII 
IZING  THE 


GENER^  POW- 
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am/  AUTHOR- 
DSF5KMENT  OP 


ENLARGEMENT  AND  REMODELING, 
UNITED  STATES  SENATE  OFFICE 
BUILDING 


Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged  , 
resolution  (H.  Res.  299,  Rept.  No.  643 )/ 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Cal^- 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed :  / 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  g*  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  m^e  that 
the  House  resolve  Itself  into  the  C^mlttee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  ofiftoe  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  biU  1429)  au¬ 
thorizing  the  enlargement  a^  remodeling 
of  Senators’  suites  and  struc^ral,  mechani¬ 
cal,  and  other  changes  and  Jmprovements  in 
the  existing  Senate  Office.'^uildlng,  to  pro¬ 
vide  Improved  accomnB^bdations  for  the 
United  States  Senate,  general  debate, 

which  shall  be  confii^d  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceedr  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  contr^ed  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  mlnorltyytoember  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Wor^,  the  bill  shall  be  read  lor 
amendment  uroer  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amen^ent,  the  Committee  shaU  rise 
and  repo^  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendnjents  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  p^^ious  question  shall  be  considered  as 


INTEREST  PAYMEftt’S  ON  BOR¬ 
ROWINGS  OF  TH^ s\  LAWRENCE 
SEAWAY  DEVEJ<6pM]^T  CORPO¬ 
RATION 

Mr.  BOLLINf^  Mr.  Speaker >by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  RuleSk  I  call 
up  House  R^lution  284  and  ask \or  its 
immediate  ^nsideration. 

The  Cle?4  read  as  follows: 

ResolvM,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  tlfi 
resoluti^  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  Ihmse  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  t)4e  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Un)6n  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
5728)  to  clarify  the  general  powers,  increase 
le  borrowing  authority,  and  authorize  the 
deferment  of  Interest  payments  on  borrow¬ 
ing,  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 
Corporation.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not 
to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shaU  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
one-half  hour  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  and  pending  that  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  284 
provides  for  an  open  rule  and  2  hours  of 
general  debate  on  H.  R.  5728.  This  bill 
amends  the  act  of  May  13,  1954,  which 


created  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  De¬ 
velopment  Corporation. 

The  bill  clarifies  and  amends  the  cor¬ 
porate  powers  provided  in  the  original/ 
act  to  provide  for  services  and  facilitie 
necessary  for  the  seaway,  and  service^t 
reasonable  prices  to  use^s  and  visjrors. 
It  also  provides  for  the  participati^  in  a 
toll-bridge  corporation  and  furthm’  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  payments  reeved  for 
facilities  and  services  will  be  jwedited  to 
the  Corporation  and  these  amiounts  are 
made  available  to  the  Corgdration  to  pay 
any  obligation  or  expense 

H.  R.  5728  also  amen^  section  5  of  the 
original  act  by  incre^ng  the  borrowing 
power  of  the  Corpor^ion  from  $105  mil¬ 
lion  to  $140  milMn.  The  amount  of 
bonds  which  m^  be  issued  during  any 
one  year  is  raisira  from  40  percent  of  the 
total  borrowing  power  to  50  percent. 
Upon  the  ajJproval  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  the  interest  on  the  bonds 
may  be  ^erred  during  construction  and 
paid  fMim  revenues  and  not  charged  to 
the  bpfrowing  authority  of  the  Corpora- 
tior 

order  to  obtain  closer  coordination 
?tween  preliminary  estimates  and  ulti- 
xate  construction  costs  the  Corporation 
is  required  to  submit  special  reports  to 
the  House  and  Senate  whenever  changes 
are  made  involving  new  or  discarded 
features  of  the  seaway  amounting  to 
more  than  $1  million  in  cost. 

As  the  Members  of  the  House  know,  the 
Corporation  is  a  self-hquidating  corpora¬ 
tion  and  none  of  the  construction  and 
operating  costs  are  chargeable  to  appro¬ 
priation  funds;  thus  it  is  intended  that 
all  cost  will  be  recovered  from  users  of 
the  seaway  and  the  borrowed  money  will 
be  repaid,  with  interest,  to  the  Treasury 
from  toll  revenues. 

The  proposals  contained  in  the  bill  are 
part  of  the  Department  of  Defense  legis¬ 
lative  program  for  1957,  and  have  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  284  so  the  House  may  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
le  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Rol¬ 
ling]  has  explained  in  detail  the  pur- 
po^  of  this  resolution,  which  makes  in 
ord^the  consideration  the  bill  H.  R. 
5728,  \nth  two  hours  of  general  debate, 
a  bill  which  would  permit  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  Se^ay  Development  Corporation 
to  increase^y  some  $35  million  its  bor¬ 
rowing  camcity,  and  make  other 
changes  in  tnh  present  law.  The  meas¬ 
ure  has  the  supl^rt  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  the  Dep^tment  of  Defense,  and 
the  Admninistratnm  generally. 

Mr.  BYRNES  \f  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  genOeman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  O^.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisc^sin.  I  want  to 
compliment  the  Commiftiee  on  Public 
Works  for  reporting  out  bill,  and 
also  the  Committee  on  Rul^s  and  the 
leadership  for  scheduling  it^^r  early 
action.  This  bill  certainly  has  mil. whole¬ 
hearted  support. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  SpeakefS.will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  t! 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 
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1.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Disagreed  with  the  House  amendments  to 

S.  1314,  to  extend  Public  hyf  480  until  1958,  and\ppointed  as  conferees  Sens. 
■Ellender,  Johnston,  Hollan^  Eastland,  Humphrey,  Ait^n,  Young,  Thye,  and 
Hickenlooper .  Conslderat;4!on  of  H.R.  6974,  a  similar  oill,  was  indefinitely 
postponed,  p.  9382 


2.  COTTON.  Passed  v7ithoji/t  amendment  H.J.  Res,  172,  to  release 
long  staple  cotton /irom  the  Strategic  Materials  stockpile, 
now  be  sent  to  th*  President,  pp.  9398-9 


j0,000  bales  of  extra 
.s  measure  will 


BUILDINGS.  The/Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
amend  the  Fe^ral  lease-purchase  program  relative  to  the  distribut: 
approval  oy  nev  public  buildings  projects  (S,  Rept,-  540).  p,  9358 


2261,  to 
and 


TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  wlith 
amendm^ts  S.  1383,  to  require  the  certification  by  the  ICC  of  freight  for 
(S.  jt^t.  542).  p.  9358 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  1459,  to  require  truck  and  bus  charter 
»  oj^rators  to  apply  for  ICC  approval,  pp.  9435-6 


5. 


.  ^REIGN  AFFAIRS.  Passed,  with  an  amendment  to  exempt  agreements  under 
me  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  S,  603,  to  require  the  transmission  to  the 
Seiiate  within  60  days  of  execution,  all  international  agreements  »  pp*  9436^ 
Sen,  Wiley  inserted  a  report  on  the  1957  Bricker  Amendment, 
p.  9368-74 


aims. 


MINERALS,  '^ssed  without  aiaendment  H.R,  4748,  to  extend  to  1958  the  ti 
during  which  anruial  assessment  work  Toay  be  done  on  unpatcnted.  mining 
This  bill  wiblnow  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  9432-3 

Sen.  Neuoerger  criticized  the  administration  of  Public  Law  ,  84th 
Congress,  whichNopened  to  mining  claims  7.2  million  acres  of  Fe<  Hy 

controlled  landsX^and  Inserted  a  series  of  articles  on  the  wi8d<  E  opening 

public  lands  to  miming  interests,  pp.  9378-80 


7. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  mouses  agreed  to  the  conference  repon  sn  H«R«  6070, 
the  independent  office^ appropriation  bill  for  1958.  Thi»  111  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  e  aidant..  .9422r4.  9442.^6 


Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R,  6287,  the  Labor-HEW  appropria- 

tion  bill  for  1958,  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  PP*  ^82-8 

Fasseo  as  reported  H.rX7599,  the  Legislative  ^anch  appropriation  bill 


Vi 


for  1958.  pp,  9404-8 


8.  ELECTRIPXCATION j  RECLAMATION.  Pa^ed  as  reported^S.  60,  to  authorize  con¬ 
struction  iii  the  Fry ingp an- Arkansas  reclamation;  project,  rejecting  two  amend¬ 
ments  by  Sen.  Kuchel  which  would  reouire  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
comply  with  compacts  now  applying  t^the  riw^,  and  stating  that  the  law  should 
not  constitute  any  sort  of  commitment  \Eor  further  water  transfers,  pp.  9410, 
9416-22,  9424-32 


9.  RESEARCH.  Received  from  this  Departmet 
experiment  stations  for  fiscal  year  ^956. 


report  on  the  State  agricultural 
9358 


10. 


FEDERAL  AID.  Sen.  &iilth,  N.J.,  inerted  two  eWtorials  on  the  President’s 
proposal  to  stu^  Federal-State  relations  and  the  division  of  functiona  becwoaa 


them,  pp,  9363-4 


11.  BUDGET,  Sen.  Goldwater  lnsei^4d  his  comn^nts  on,  an^  Sen,  Bush  Inserted 

excerpts  from,  the  report  ^Fiscal  policy  Impllcati  is  of  the  economic  outlook 
and  budget  developments  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  the 
9364-6 


Sconomic  Report, 


12. 


INTEREST  RATES.  Sen.  ^mphrey  Inserted  a  series  of  articl 
and  the  administrati^*  s  fiscal  policy,  pp,  9399-9404 


on  interest  rates 


13.  WATER  RE^JURCES.  Sen,  Morton  called  the  Ohio  River  Valley  ” 
U.S."  and  pointed  out  the  present  state  of  development  of  its 
pp.  9410-12 


14, 


SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Yarborough  stated  that  a  report  of  the  Soil 
tion  Serviro  showed  the  values  of  soil  conservation  in  preventing  £1< 
and  prot^tlng  the  land,  and  inserted  an  editorial  on  the  importance 
care  fop  BOill.  p.  9424 


/ 


15,  LEGlSyVTIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  the  conference  report 

the /Interior  appropriation  bill  should  be  received  Mon.,  July  1,  and  that  ti 
Defense  Department  appropriation  MJ-i  ebouid  a1»o  ba  considered  then.  p. 


Ruhr  of  the 
er  resources. 


irva^ 

damage 

proper 


16.  >©JOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  1,  pp.  9437-8 


1957 
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dead  even  though  It  has  received  rebuffs 
frorakother  departments  of  Government. 

Rec^tly,  in  an  article  in  the  New  Re¬ 
public, ^enator  Humphrey  called  attention 
to  the  faai  that  the  U.  N.  Disarmament  Sub- 
commltte^iad,  since  its  Inception  several 
years  ago,  sonducted  its  discussions  on  a 
catch-as-catc^can  basis,  without  a  formal 
agenda,  and  sil^ested  that  an  agenda  might 
serve  to  aid  nteotlatlons  in  the  future. 
Shortly  thereaft^,  when  the  meetings 
opened  in  March  1^7,  a  seven-point  agenda 
was  adopted  by  the  sWlacommittee  at  the  In¬ 
stance  of  Governor \stassen.  Observers 
agreed  that  this  was  ^valuable  Improve¬ 
ment  in  procedures. 

The  interest  of  Adlai  Stfe^enson  in  a  ban 
on  nuclear  tests  has  been  ti^ed  to  the  tes¬ 
timony  before  the  subcommittee  by  .^tomic 
Energy  Commissioner  ThomaNE.  Murray. 
Stevenson’s  first  speech  on  the  ^bject  was 
made  very  shortly  after  Murray’s  r^timony, 
and  followed  Murray’s  reasoning  closely. 

In  spite  of  the  rather  blank  respons^rhich 
Stevenson’s  ideas  drew  from  the  elect^ate, 
his  position  has  made  a  considerable 
pression  on  several  Democrats  in  Congre'^. 
Humphrey  asked  about  radiation  hazards  ^ 
several  hearings;  and  provided  a  forum  for  ’ 
a  good  deal  of  discussion  of  the  problem.  In¬ 
deed,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  is  now  exploring  the  problem  in  con¬ 
siderable  detail,  largely  as  a  result  of 
Humphrey’s  initiative,  which  Included  a 
public  letter  suggesting  the  urgency  of  a 
thorough  investigation. 

Senator  Humphrey  also  repeatedly  asked 
why  it  would  not  be  just  as  effective  to  set 
up  an  inspection  system  simultaneously  with 
arms  cuts,  and  helped  the  administration 
to  realize  that  the  insistence  upon  setting 
up  a  full-blown  inspection  mechanism  in 
working  order  before  the  beginning  of  any 
type  of  arms  cuts,  was  becoming  a  King 
Charles’  head. 

Humphrey’s  persistence  in  asking  about 
political  settlements  strengthened  Stassen’s 
hand  in  demanding  authority  to  discuss  cer¬ 
tain  political  matters  in  Disarmament  Com¬ 
mission  meetings.  Unfortunately,  this  was 
never  granted,  but  the  necessity  for  it  is 
becoming  Increasingly  recognized.  The  tes¬ 
timony  of  George  Kennan  made  it  clear 
that  any  broad-scale  disarmament  program 
was  in  itself  a  political  settlement  and,  also, 
that  some  of  the  most  feasible  immediate 
approaches  were  very  much  involved  with 
political  matters. 

•  •  * 

II 

In  many  ways,  the  outstanding  testimor 
before  the  subcommittee  was  given  by  S^- 
retary  of  State  Dulles.  Dulles  obviously  oame 
to  the  hearing  without  briefing  hims^  too 
closely  on  the  current  position  of  his  depart¬ 
ment.  He  had,  however,  in  the  yeaA  before 
becoming  Secretary  of  State,  giveyc  consider¬ 
able  thought  to  the  problem  ojr  long-range 
peace  plans  and  disarmament,did  permitted 
himself  to  relax  and  think jaxLt  loud.  The 
young  men  from  the  State^epartment  who 
accompanied  him  listened/mth  open  mouths, 
and  a  large  number  ofdanscripts  were  or¬ 
dered  immediately  aft^ward  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  internal  d'culation,  because  he 
composed  policy  as  lie  went  along.  ’The  hear¬ 
ing  was  a  very  ccdial  one,  and  it  was  inter¬ 
esting  to  note  that  the  Senators  of  the  oppo¬ 
sition  party  respected  his  honesty  and  did  not 
attempt  to  t^e  advantage  of  his  candor. 

In  effec^^ecretary  Dulles  made  clear  that 
any  arm^agreement  would  sooner  or  later 
have  include  Communist  China.  Mr. 
Dulle^^lso  made  it  clear  that  political  set- 
tleia&ts  must  go  hand  in  hand  with  arms 
I  reactions.  With  reference  to  Germany,  for 
e^mple,  he  said  that  a  settlement  "would 
lot  be  practical  without  at  least  a  partial 


settlement  of  the  armament  problem,  nota¬ 
bly  in  relation  to  Europe.” 

Mr.  Dulles  also,  in  response  to  questions 
from  Senator  Hickenlooper,  Indicated  that 
the  sound  approach  to  disarmament  should 
eventually  Involve  the  building  up  of  a 
United  Nations  force  which  would  be  supe¬ 
rior  to  any  possible  aggressor  force.  An 
ideal  arrangement,  he  said,  yrould  be  to  have 
in  some  such  body  as  the  iJnited  Nations,  a 
dependable  force  which  would  be  greater 
than  the  force  of  any  single  member  state: 
in  other  words,  to  extend  to  the  society  of 
nations  the  principle  which  is,  broadly  speak¬ 
ing,  applied  to  maintain  peace  and  order 
within  a  national  society.  However,  he 
pointed  out  that  Involved  certain  superna¬ 
tional  aspects  and  also  the  question  of  re¬ 
nouncing  the  veto  power  and,  therefore, 
regarded  it  as  not  a  goal  which  can  be  prac¬ 
tically  attainable  within  any  foreseeable  pe¬ 
riod.  For  the  immediate  future,  therefore, 
he  pointed  out  that  it  is  necessary  to  have 
collective  forces  which,  when  brought  to¬ 
gether,  would  be  superior  to  the  forces  of  an 
aggressor.  The  candor  and  imagination 
which  the  Secretary  displayed  at  that  hear¬ 
ing  has  not,  in  the  intervening  16  months, 
^however,  produced  appreciable  change  in  the 
department’s  positions. 

[n  selecting  highlights  from  the  testimony  _ 
of  Mother  witnesses  for  this  necessarily  brief 
rep(^,  emphasis  will  be  placed  upon  thoM 
who  n^de  the  strongest  impression  upoiyuie 
commi^e  members,  as  revealed  by  ywielr 
public  ok  private  remarks  on  subs^uent 
occasions. 

Some  of'ythe  Impact  of  Comhiissloner 
Thomas  E.  k^rray’s  testimony  ^as  already 
been  alluded  t^  A  tally  of  newspaper  re¬ 
ports  of  committee  hearlngsymdicated  that 
Murray’s  testlmoi^  received' wider  press  at¬ 
tention  than  that  of  any  ^her  witness.  In 
subsequent  hearings, Is^ge  number  of  wit¬ 
nesses  associated  themselves  with  his  sug¬ 
gestions  that  polici^  ije  adapted  to  set 
our  nuclear  weapoDB  program  “on  a  basis 
more  in  conforimfy  withXthe  realities  of 
present-day  inte^ational  lif 

Murray’s  arg^unent  can  be  Summarized  as 
follows;  War^in  the  future  wuIl  be  nuclear 
wars.  Thiiydoes  not  mean  thatSthey  need 
be  all-oulr  nuclear  wars.  All-ou\  nuclear 
war  is  nq  more  acceptable  than  murder  or 
suicide/  It  would  be  fatal  to  permrk  our¬ 
selves' to  drift  into  the  habit  of  thi^ing 
abo^  nuclear  war  only  in  all-out  termsX  A 
liofited  nuclear  war  is  a  possibility  that  ot 
jnsciences  can  face  and  accept.  In  the  dif¬ 
ferent  kinds  of  limited  war  that  might  con¬ 
front  us,  certain  types  of  nuclear  weapons 
have  a  genuine  military  usefulness.  It 
would  therefore  be  wrong  on  our  part  to  de¬ 
prive  ourselves  of  these  weapons.  Our  stock¬ 
pile  should  include  only  weapons  that  are 
useful  in  war.  Moreover,  it  should  include 
only  weapons  that  we  can  legitimately  use. 
It  is  time  we  stopped  to  take  a  hard  look 
at  this  concept  of  "deterrence”  and  at  the 
complementary  concept,  more  recently 
added,  the  "balance  of  terror,”  which  is  too 
easily  upset.  It  is  at  the  mercy  of  miscalcu¬ 
lation.  Such  a  balance  may  even  put  a  pre¬ 
mium  on  moral  cynicism.  Rational  arma¬ 
ment  therefore  should  include  the  making 
and  stockpiling  only  of  such  weapons  as  are 
demonstrably  useful  for  the  purpose  of  ac¬ 
tual  warfare. 

Murray  suggested  that  an  upper  limit  be 
set  on  the  size  of  thermonuclear  bombs  to 
be  placed  in  our  stockpile,  on  the  basis  of 
moral  principles  and  military  usefulness. 
Tests  of  multimegaton  thermonuclear  weap¬ 
ons  should  be  stopped,  since  the  weapons  we 
now  have  in  hand  are  large  enough.  But 
tens  of  thousands  of  very  small  weapons  are 
needed.  Flexible  strength  requires  the  full¬ 
er  development  of  the  capability  for  limited 
military  use  of  nuclear  weapons  for  limited 


military  objectives,  according  to  the  Com 
missloner. 

The  deeply  religious  tone  of  Commission^ 
Murray’s-  testimony,  and  his  emphasis 
moral  points  won  for  it  considerable  at; 
tlon  among  citizens’  groups  concerneij/with 
world  peace. 

Another  witness  whose  testimony /lad  con 
Blderable  influence  on  the  comi^tee  was 
Warren  Weaver,  vice  president  o^he  Rocke- 
fe^er  Foundation  and  chairmaj/  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Genetic  Eff^s  of  Atomic 
Radiation  of  the  National  /icademy  of  Sci¬ 
ences.  Weaver’s  testimony  challenged  the 
complacency  with  the  report  of  the 

academy  has  been  inte^reted  by  the  admin¬ 
istration.  While  he  Carefully  eschewed  sen¬ 
sationalism  or  alarrjrfism,  and  did  not  quarrel 
with  the  precise  ^nguage  of  the  report,  he 
made  it  abundmiftly  clear  that  the  net  effect 
of  continued  ^explosions  would  necessarily 
be  disadvantageous  to  the  genetic  structure 
of  the  hiurian  race.  Probably  the  serious 
interest  ^  subcommittee  members  in  pro¬ 
posals  to^nd  tests  was  greatly  heightened  by 
the  W^ver  testimony. 

C.  Eliot,  a  former  Director  of  the 
Ofla/e  of  Munitions  Control  of  the  Depart- 
of  State,  discussed  techniques  of  muni- 
ions  control  developed  under  the  Neutrality 
^Act  as  possible  guideposts  in  general  arma¬ 
ments  control.  Although  he  conceded  that 
the  development  of  guided  missiles  and 
thermonuclear  weapons  has  made  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  control  and  reduction  of  armaments 
more  difficult,  he  said  that  the  Government 
need  not  content  itself  with  atomic  stale¬ 
mate.  On  the  basis  of  his  experience,  he  sug¬ 
gested  that  it  would  be  fruitful  to  continue 
the  search  on  political,  military,  and  scien¬ 
tific  fronts  for  some  formula  for  eliminating 
or  controlling  weapons.  He  felt  that  our 
proposals  for  disarmament,  while  sound  and 
sincere,  were  insufficiently  broad  to  excite 
the  imaginations  of  peoples  and  thereby  to 
pressure  the  Soviets  into  a  workable  disarma¬ 
ment  agreement  with  adequate  inspection. 
He  urged  a  U.  N.  study  on  the  effect  of  arms 
traffic  to  disturbed  areas  of  the  world.  His 
testimony  elicited  sympathetic  comment 
from  Senator  Humphrey  and  helped  bring 
the  inspection  problem  into  focus. 

The  testimony  of  Dr.  Albert  G.  Hill,  vice 
president  of  the  Institute  for  Defense  Analy¬ 
sis  and  director  of  Research  Weapons  Sys¬ 
tems  Evaluation  Group,  was  Important  be¬ 
cause  of  his  close  association  -^yith  the 
development  of  an  early  warning  system  for 
the  United  States  Government.  Dr.  Hill 
^pointed  out  that  aerial  inspection  alone 
fould  be  insufficient  as  a  warning  against 
surprise  attack.  He  felt  that  any  effective 
inspection  must  consist  of  both  aerial  and 
groiiW  components.  However,  he  com¬ 
ment^  that  any  inspection  arrangement 
with  thk  Soviet  Union  would  probably  be  to 
our  adv^tage  today.  Further,  he  stated 
that  the  nmre  agreement  upon  such  a  system 
would  Imprm^  possibilities  for  the  beginning 
of  phased  disaimament. 

The  committ^  members  gave  considerable 
thought  to  the^stimony  by  one  of  their 
colleagues,  SenatoKRALPH  Flanders  of  Ver¬ 
mont.  Senator  Flairs  has  long  been  a  pas¬ 
sionate  advocate  of  disarmament.  In  1953, 
he  was  coauthor  of  a  di^rmament  resolution 
which  was  unanimouslypassed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  He  appeared  before  Sfie  subcommittee 
accompanied  by  a  Reserve  ^ir  Force  officer 
with  considerable  credentials '.^in  both  arms 
and  arms  control.  Colonel  Riffiiard  S.  Leg¬ 
horn,  now  of  the  Eastman  XKodak  Co. 
Flanders  and  Leghorn  pointed  oul  that  we 
have  already  passed  the  point  of  nh  return 
on  many  types  of  arms  inspection  aiM  con¬ 
trol,  They  warned  that  we  were  appro^ihlng 
one  of  the  most  serious  -of  these  points  ^th 
the  forthcoming  development  of  the  Intlt- 
continental  ballistic  missile.  They  urg^ 


No.  112- 


4 


^^82 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


’June''27, 


tha^^the  United  States  immediately  propose 

■  the  Soviet  Union  which 
irevent  the  perfection  of 
ais  could  be  done,  they 
not  to  test  the  missiles. 
,he  missiles  developed  in 
I  on  the  drawing  board 
il  in  warfare  without  the 
>rovements  which  would 
test  firings.  While  there 
would  be  no  way  tb  detect  laboratory  work, 
it  would  be  possible,  to  detect  test  firings 
through  properly  em^aced  radar  posts. 

The  Flanders-Leghorh  proposal  was  dis¬ 
cussed  by  the  subcommittee  in  the  course  of 
appearances  of  many  otherv^itnesses.  Many 
of  them,  including  Dr.  Al^rt  Hill,  agreed 
that  radar  could  be  effective  in  detecting 
these  tests.  However,  one  impol^nt  political 
question,  raised  by  Senator  Sym^gton,  re¬ 
mained  unanswered:  The  question  of  how 
the  nations  of  western  Europe.X  already 
threatened  by  lesser  range  missiles>^ould 
take  to  the  urgent  Insistence  of  the  tteited 
States  that  work  be  stopped  on  the'one 
weapon  which  might  effectively  reach  >{ie 
United  States. 

Benjamin  V.  Cohen,  who  served  for  manj 
years  as  United  States  representative  on  the 
United  Nations  Disarmament  Commission, 
pointed  out  that:  “Drastic  and  general  dis¬ 
armament  presents  less  difficulty  in  respect 
to  policing  and  inspection  than  limited  and 
partial  disarmament  ♦  *  *  drastic  and  gen¬ 
eral  disarmament  coupled  with  the  transfer 
of  a  reserve  of  armaments  to  U.  N.  authori¬ 
ties  would  further  impair  the  decisive  im¬ 
portance  of  any  secreted  armaments  which 
might  escape  detection.  *  •  •  Law  enforce¬ 
ment  in  the  international  field,  like  law  en¬ 
forcement  in  the  domestic  field,  depends  not 
on  a  vast  accumulation  of  arms  in  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  peace  officers,  but  on  a  rigid 
limitation  of  arms  in  the  possession  of  or¬ 
ganized  groups  not  responsible  or  responsive 
to  the  peace  officer.” 

Cohen  supported  the  State  Department 
position  that  one  of  the  chief  sanctions  to. 
any  disarmament  treaty  should  be  the  right 
to  withdraw  from  a  disarmament  agreement. 
Such  a  right,  Cohen  thought,  might  encour¬ 
age  progress  which  would  otherwise  be  im¬ 
possible. 

While  advocating  a  complete  and  compre¬ 
hensive  plan,  Cohen  also  supported  immedi¬ 
ate  proposals  for  partial  disarmament.  He 
said  there  are  two  areas  in  which  proposals 
could  be  made  which  would  contribute  sig¬ 
nificantly  toward  progress  in  disarmament. 
The  first  area  covers  measures  which  would 
tend  to  arrest  or  slow  down  the  armaments 
race  without  materially  affecting  the  present 
balance  of  power,  and  the  breach  of  which> 
measures  would  be  self -detectable, 
second  area  is  the  combining  of  politi^l 
settlement  and  disarmament  for  rea^ns 
about  which  international  conflict  an^^^ten- 
sion  center. 

Specifically,  Cohen  urged  certain  Jhimedi- 
ate  steps :  ( 1 )  The  reporting  of  all yw  defined 
nuclear  tests  and  of  all  or  defin^  ballistic 
missile  tests  to  the  extent  ne^sary  to  in¬ 
sure  minimum  safety  and  ha&lth;  (2)  the 
banning  of  nuclear  tests  with  defined  wide¬ 
spread  radioactive  effects  ^nd  "of  tests  of 
long-range  ballistic  mlssitK;  (3)  the  control 
of  future  productloh  of  ^sionable  materials; 

(4)  aerial  inspection  ^d  excharige  of  blue¬ 
prints  of  military  in^allations;  (5)  ground 
inspection  controD'  posts  at  designated 
points;  (6)  the  ^tablishment  of  a  world 
network  of  rad^  and  other  monitoring 
devices. 

Many  othe^/witnesses  made  notable  im¬ 
pressions.  ^  Cambridge,  Mass.,  a  group  of 
university  ..'scholars  presented  fascinating 
dlscussiool  of  major  problems.  This  tour 
de  for<^  which  was  arranged  by  Associate 
Dean  JDavld  Cavers,  of  the  Harvard  Law 
Sch^,  was,  in  some  respects,  the  outstand- 
Ing/tongressional  hearing  of  the  year,  and 


the  chairman  alluded  to  it  frequently  In 
later  months.  An  idea  presented  In  the 
hearing  by  Duncan  MacDonald,  dean  of  the 
graduate  school  of  Boston  University,  re¬ 
ceived  particularly  close  attention;  that  the 
effectiveness  of  inspection  measures  be  tested 
by  aerial  inspection  conducted  between 
friendly  powers. 

David  Inglis,  of  the  Argonne  National  Lab¬ 
oratory,  made  a  particularly  strong  impres¬ 
sion  on  some  members  of  the  committee  when 
he  stressed  the  need  for  a  vastly  Increased 
budget  for  a  Government  agency  working  on 
peace  problems.  Considerable  emphasis  was 
also  placed  by  several  witnesses  upon  the 
need  for  preparation  for  the  economic  re¬ 
conversion  which  would  be  necessitated  by 
serious  efforts  in  the  direction  of  arms  cuts, 
in 

As  this  is  written,  the  Humphrey  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  not  finished  its  work.  Two  major 
questions  remain  unanswered : 

What  will  it  say  in  its  final  report?  One 
speculates  that  it  will  not  be  controversial  in 
character  because  of  a  generally  understood 
determination  on  the  part  of  the  chairman 
that  the  report  be  unanimously  adopted. 
This  means,  in  effect,  that  the  report  will  be 
ffie  least  common  denominator  of  the 
otenions  of  the  committee  members.  This 
is  \ot  necessarily  to  be  regretted — it  would . 
be  difficult  for  the  committee  to  take  origins 
and  oteative  positions  on  matters  which 
volve  so\many  complex  and  tephnical  factors. 
But  one^lso  suspects  that  if  the  con^it- 
tee  membVs  fall  to  agree  on  some  b^ic  as¬ 
sumptions,  such  as  the  urgency  of  rfsarma- 
ment  and  thk  inadequacy  of  mu^fel  deter¬ 
rents  as  a  pernmnent  safeguard  /o  security, 
there  will  be  majority  and  mln^lty  reports. 

Will  there  be  a  permanent  unit  working  in 
this  field?  Scholar\and  coonmentators  who 
take  the  dlsarmameiNprobwm  seriously  feel 
that  the  subcommitte^J^s  accomplished  a 
great  deal,  and  hope  tcyjee  its  life  extended. 
If  this  is  Impossible,  tjrey^ould  like  to  see  a 
special  committee  esjablishe^  to  continue  its 
work. 

The  major  conWlbutlon  of  tfte  subcommit¬ 
tee  is  that  it  lyre  taken  disarnuiment  down 
from  the  pie-in^the-sky  category  made  it 
a  matter  of  alurrent  legislative  business.  It 
has  made  newspapers,  magazines,  raoio,  and 
TV  comrnentators,  legislators  and  b^eau- 
crats,  t^e  seriously  the  problem  of  control 
and  reduction  of  armaments.  It  has  for^d 
some  jconsideratlon  of  long-range  policy  upc 
a  capitai  which  is  enormously  preoccupiec 
wilm  this  morning’s  crisis  and  tonight’s  dead- 
le.  Such  interest  and  concern  in  arms 
Control  is  vital  if  intelligent  and  successful 
policies  are  to  be  evolved. 

It  would  be  tragic  if  this  effort  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  to  continue,  either  through  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  life  of  the  subcommittee  or 
through  the  creation  of  a  new  special  com¬ 
mittee  which  could  take  up  where  the 
Humphrey  subcommittee  leaves  off. 


EXTENSION  OP  AGRICULTURAL 

TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  AS¬ 
SISTANCE  ACT  OP  1954 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1314) 
to  extend  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  was  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert: 

That  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Sections  109'  and  204  of  such  act  are 
amended  by  striking  out  “1957”  and  substi¬ 
tuting  in  lieu  thereof  “1958.” 


(2)  Section  103  (b)  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$3,000,000,000”  and  insertlr 
In  lieu  thereof  “$4,000,000,000.” 

(3)  In  the  first  proviso  contained  inyeec- 
tion  104,  after  the  words  “subsections  (f)  ’ 
and  before  the  word  “and”  Insert:  “^d  for 
financing  international  educational^change 
activities  under  subsection  (h)  ad^r  financ¬ 
ing  the  translation,  publlcation^-nd  distri¬ 
bution  of  books  and  perlodlcajfi  under  sub¬ 
section  (1).” 

(4)  Section  203  of  such  ao(  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$50O,000,00OyAnd  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$800,000,000 

(5)  Section  104  (e)  c^uch  act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  ^micolon  at  the  end 
thereof  and  adding  a^omma  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “for  which  purposes  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  the  c^rencies  received  pursuant 
to  each  such  a^eement  shall  be  available 
through  and  /mder  the  procedures  estab¬ 
lished  by  the^bcport-Import  Bank  for  loans 
mutually  a^eeable  to  said  bank  and  the 
country  wfth  which  the  agreement  is  made 
to  Unit^ States  business  firms  and  branches, 
subsid^ries,  or  affiliates  of  such  firms  for 
busings  development  and  trade  expansion 
in  anch  countries  and  for  the  establishment 
o^^acilitles  for  aiding  in  the  utilization, 

^tribution,  or  otherwise  increasing  the  con¬ 
sumption  of,  and  markets  for.  United  States 
agricultural  products:  Provided,  however, 
That  no  such  loans  shall  be  made  for  the 
manufacture  of  any  products  to  be  exported 
to  the  United  States  in  competition  with 
products  produced  in  the  United  States. 
Foreign  currencies  may  be  accepted  in  re¬ 
payment  of  such  loans.” 

(6)  Within  60  days  after  any  agreement  is 
entered  into  for  the  use  of  any  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  a  full  report  thereon  shall  be  made 
to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  and  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Agriculture  and  Appropriations 
thereof. 

(7)  Section  210  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1956,  Public  Law  540,  84th  Congress  (70  Stat. 
202),  is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “State”  the  words  “and  local  penal 
and,”  and  (2)  by  striking  out  “for  minors.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House,  request  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  OfiBcer  appointed  Mr.  Ellen- 
D^,  Mr.  Johnston  of  South  Carolina,  Mr. 
Holland,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Humphrey, 
MrT'l^EN,  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Thye,  and 
Mr.  rocKENLOOPER  coiiferees  on  the  part 
of  the  S^ate. 

Mr.  l^LENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  move  otat  H.  R.  6974  be  indefinitely 
postponed. 

The  PRESIlfeJG  OPPICER.  Without 
objection,  H.  R.^74  is  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned. 

DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR  AND 

HEALTH.  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL- 

PARE  APPROPRIATIONS  —  CON- 

PERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  submit  a 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
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consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  June  25,  1957,  p.  9165,  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  this  bill, 
H.  R.  6287,  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Labor  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958,  as  it  passed  the  Senate  was  for 
a  total  of  $2,885,290,781,  an  increase  of 
$38,459,200  Over  the  House  allowance,  but 
$96,636,800  under  the  budget  estimates. 

The  conference  agreement  as  it  has 
been  agreed  to  in  the  House  signed  by 
all  Senate  Conferees  provides  for  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $2,871,182,781,  a  reduction 
of  $14,108,800  from  the  Senate  allow¬ 
ance,  an  increase  of  $24,350,400  over  the 
House  allowance,  but  $110,745,600  under 
the  budget  estimates  and  $13,676,200 
under  the  1957  appropriations. 

I  will  make  brief  comment  with  re¬ 
spect  to  several  of  the  amendments  of 
particular  interest  to  Senators. 

The  Senate  position  with  respect  to 
the  availability  of  funds  for  the  Federal 
portion  of  State  and  local  administrative 
expenses  of  the  public  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  was  accepted  and  the  funds  will 
be  available  without  limitation  for  this 
purpose. 

The  Senate  approved  $15  million  for 
grants  to  States  for  public  health  activi¬ 
ties  of  our  local  public  health  units,  an 
increase  of  $3  million,  in  the  item  “As¬ 
sistance  to  States,  general”  and  the  con¬ 
ferees  accepted  the  Senate  proposal. 

The  Senate  had  approved  increases  of 
$32,027,000  for  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  for  medical  research  in  the 
killing  and  crippling  diseases.  The  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  finally  agreed  upon 
a  figure  $21  million  over  the  House.  It 
should  be  stated  that  the  conferees  on 


the  part  of  the  Senate  sought  approval 
of  a  higher  sum  but  our  colleagues  from 
the  other  body  were  adamant  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  anything  additional. 

The  conferees  were  in  general  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  allocation  of  the  increases 
in  the  several  accounts  as  follows: 

For  the  National  Cancer  Institute, 
$9,500,000  over  the  House  allowance,  of 
which  $6,400,000  is  for  contracts  in  the 
cancer  chemotherapy  program;  $2,500,- 
000  is  for  research  grants;  $250,000  is  for 
training  and  fellowships,  and  $350,000 
is  for  direct  operations  with  particular 
emphasis  on  the  work  with  germ-free 
animals.  This  provides  a  total  appro¬ 
priation  of  $56,402,000  for  the  National 
Cancer  Institute. 

For  mental  health  activities,  $4  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  House  allowance,  of  which 
$1,500,000  shall  be  used  for  research 
grants;  $2  million  for  research  training 
and  fellowships;  and  $500,000  for  direct 
operations  particularly  in  the  direct  re¬ 
search  at  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital.  This 
provides  a  total  appropriation  for  “men¬ 
tal  health  activities”  of  $39,217,000. 

For  the  National  Heart  Institute, 
$2,500,000  over  the  House  allowance  of 
which  $1  million  is  for  the  extension  of 
the  program  in  aging,  including  a  project 
undei-way  in  Baltimore;  $1  million  for 
research  training  and  fellowships;  and 
$500,000  for  direct  operations.  This  pro¬ 
vides  a  total  appropriation  of  $35,936,000 
for  the  National  Heart  Institute. 

For  arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  ac¬ 
tivities,  $2,500,000  over  the  House  allow¬ 
ance,  of  which  $1,500,000  is  for  research 
grants,  including  $500,000  for  expanded 
work  in  gastroenterology  with  particular 
emphasis  on  peptic  ulcer,  ulcerative  co¬ 
litis,  hepatitis,  and  ileitis;  $650,000  for 
research  training  and  fellowships;  and 
$350,000  for  direct  operations.  This  pro¬ 
vides  a  total  appropriation  of  $20,385,000 
for  “Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  ac¬ 
tivities.” 

For  neurology  and  blindness  activities, 
$2,500,000  over  the  House  allowance,  of 
which  $1  million  is  for  research  grants 
including  $500,000  for  research  in  hear¬ 
ing  disorders  and  $500,000  for  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  collaborative  studies  in  peri¬ 
natal  diseases;  $1,250,000  is  for  training 
and  fellowships;  and  $250,000  is  for  di¬ 
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rect  operations.  This  provides  a  total 
appropriation  of  $21,387,000  for  “Neurol¬ 
ogy  and  blindness  activities.” 

The  bill  carries  altogether  a  total  of 
$211,183,000  in  appropriations  for  medi¬ 
cal  research. 

There  is  one  item  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  with  respect  to  which  the  Senate 
conferees  were  unable  to  maintain  the 
Senate’s  position— that  of  the  transfer  of 
funds  from  the  highway  trust  fund  for 
the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Solic¬ 
itor  in  making  wage  determinations  on 
road  construction  projects  in  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  in  accordance  with  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  as  provided  in  section 
115  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956. 

The  House  had  provided  $365,000  for 
this  purpose  to  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  the  trust  fund — as  is  presently  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  current  year  in  the  amount 
of  $300,000 — and  the  Senate  had  stricken 
out  the  transfer  provision  and  had  di¬ 
rected  the  Department  to' submit  a  sup¬ 
plemental  estimate  for  appropriated 
funds  not  later  than  July  1,  1957. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  were  insistent  that  these  expenses 
were  attributable  to  the  Federal-aid 
highways  and  chargeable  to  the  trust 
fund  notwithstanding  the  position  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956  did  not  authorize  the  use  of  the 
fund  for  such  expenses.  The  Senate 
conferees  were  finally  forced  to  yield 
and  to  agree  to  the  provision  of  $200,000, 
rather  than  $365,000  as  provided  by  the 
House,  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
the  highway  trust  fund. 

There  was  opposition  to  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  House  yesterday  when  the 
conference  report  was  being  considered. 
A  motion  was  made  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  conference  because  of  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  but  the  motion  was  re¬ 
jected  by  a  vote  of  73  to  321. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  table  showing  the  results 
of  the  conference  between  the  two 
Houses. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Appropriation 

1957 

Budget  estimate 
1958 

House  allowance 

Senate  allowance 

Conference 

agreement 

^  Department  of  Labor 

Office  of  the  Secretary: 

$1,  775, 000 

$1, 619, 000 

$1, 480, 000 

$1,  480, 000 

$1,  480, 000 

150, 000 

2, 021. 000 

2,  203, 000 

2, 021, 000 

2, 191, 000 

2, 121, 000 

[300, 000) 

[365,  000] 

[.365, 000] 

None 

[200, 000] 
985, 000 

911,500 

1, 167, 000 

985, 000 

985,  000 

383, 000 

542, 000 

642,  000 

542,000 
'  3,  000, 000 

642, 000 

Bureau  of  Apprenticeship . . . . . ... _ _ _ 

3, 399, 000 

3,  940,  000 

3,  600,  000 

3,  600, 000 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security; 

5, 558, 000 

6, 358, 000 

5,  558, 000 

125,  600 

125,  600 

[5, 874,  400] 

[5,  832, 400] 

250, 000, 000 

270, 000, 000 

249,  814,  000 

260, 000, 000 

259,  814, 000 

70, 000, 000 

42, 000, 000 

36,  800, 000 

36,  800,  000 

36,  800, 000 

25,  000,  000 

32, 000, 000 

25,  000, 000 

25, 000, 000 

2,5,  000, 000  ' 
2,  250, 000 

2, 125, 000 

2,  683, 000 

2,  236,  200 

2,500,000 

Bureau  of  Employees"  Compensation: 

2,  347, 000 

2,838,000 

2,  838, 000 

2,  838,  000 

2,  838,  000 

[50,  000, 000] 

Indefinite 

Indefinite 

Indefinite 

Indefinite 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics: 

C,  875,  000 

7,  768, 000 

7, 124, 000 

7,  225, 000 

7, 200,  OOO 

403,000 

462,000 

462,000 

462,000 

462,000 

Wage  and  Hour  Division.. . . . — 

9,  988,  000 

10,  888,  000 

10,  600, 000 

10,  600, 000 

10,  600, 000 

Total,  Department  of  Labor . 

380,  785,  500 

384,  678, 000 

349,  060,  200 
— 

354,  348,  600 

353, 817,  600 

9384 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  27 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

American  Printing  House  for  the  Blind . . . . . . . 

Food  and  Drug  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses - - - 

Certification  and  inspection  services . . . ... — 

Freedmen’s  Hospital _ _ 

Gallaudet  College: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ l. 

Construction _ _ _ 

Howard  University: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Plans  and  specifications . — - - - - - 

Construction  of  buildings - - — 

Construction  of  buildings,  liquidation  of  contract  authority . . 

Office  of  Education; 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  education _ 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  mechanic  arts.. 

Grants  for  library  services - - 

Payments  to  school  districts - - 

School  construction - ' - 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . . 

President’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School.... 
Grants  for  State  committees  on  education  beyond  the  high  school. 
Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation: 

Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies . . . . . . 

Training  and  traineeships - - - - 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Public  Health  Service: 

Assistance  to  States,  general - - - - - 

Grants  and  special  studies,  Alaska - 

Venereal  diseases - - - - - 

Tuberculosis . . . . . . . . 

Communicable  diseases - - - - - 

Sanitary  engineering  activities - - 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction... . . . . 

Grants  lor  hospital  construction _ _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services _ _ 

Hospitals  and  medical  care - - - - - 

Foreign  quarantine  service - 

Indian  health  acthnties _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities _ _ 

National  Institutes  of  Health: 

General  research  and  services _ _ _ 

National  Cancer  Institute - j _ _ _ _ 

Mental  health  activities _ 

National  Heart  Institute . . . . . 

Dental  health  activities . . . . . . 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities _ 

Allergy  and  infectious  disease  activities _ 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities _ 

Grants  for  construction  of  research  facilities _ 

Construction  of  animal  quarters _ _ _ 

Construction  of  general  office  building _ _ 

Gorgas  Memorial  Laboratory _ _ ^... . . 

-Retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers _ 

Construction  of  surgical  facilities . . . . . 

Construction  of  dental  research  building _ _ 

N  ational  Library  of  Medicine  (operating  expenses) _ 

Construction  of  Library  facilities _ 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . . . 

Totals,  Public  Health  Service . . . 

St.  Elizabeths  Hospital; 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ _ _ 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds _ 

Construction _ 

Social  Security  Administration: 

Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance: 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . 

Construction _ _ _ 

Grants  to  States  for  training  of  public  welfare  personnel . 

Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 

Grants  to  States _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Children's  Bureau: 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . . 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare . . 

Cooperative  research  or  demonstration  projects  in  social  security. 

Office  of  the  Commissioner. _ _ _ _ 

Transfer  from  OASI  trust  fund _ _ _ 

Office  of  the  Secretary . . . . . 

Transfer  from  OXSl  trust  fund _ I'” 

Office  of  Field  Administration _ ”1.” 

Transfer  from  OASI  trust  fund _ ".II.IIIIII" 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel _ _ _ 

Transfer  from  0.4SI  and  Food  and  Drug _ 

Surplus  property  utilization . 

Total,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare . . 

Related  Agencies 

National  Labor  Relations  Board _ 

National  Mediation  Board: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII”! 

National  Railroad  .Adjustment  Board. . 

Railroad  Retirement  Board:  Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service; 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ 

Boards  of  inquiry . . . IIIIIIIII”"! 

Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  B^iiirilll'rr . 

Soldiers’  Home _ 


Appropriation 

Budget  estimate 

House  allowance 

Senate  allowance 

Conference 

1957 

1958 

agreement 

$230,  (XB 

$328,000 

$328,000 

$328,000 

$328,000 

6,  779, 000 

9,300,000 

9, 300, 000 

9,  300,  000 

9,300,000 

11,200,000] 

(1,  2M,  500] 

[1,  254,  500] 

[1,  254,  500] 

[1,  2,54,  500] 

2.  801,  400 

3, 032,  000 

3,000,000 

3, 000,  000 

3, 000,  000 

615,000 

730,  000 

730,000 

730,  000 

730,000 

2,  547, 000 

1,  690,  000 

1, 690, 000 

1, 690, 000 

1,  690, 000 

3,  300,  000 

4, 000,  000 

3,  800, 000 

3,  800,  000 

3, 800,  OOO 

150,  000 

150,000 

150, 000 

150, 000 

100, 000 

262,000 

262,  000 

202,000 

262, 000 

285,  200 

31.442, 081 

33,  750, 081 

33,  442,  081 

33, 750,  081 

33, 7.50, 081 

2,  501,  500 

2,  501,  500 

2,  501,  500 

2,  501,  500 

2,  501,  500 

2,  050, 000 

3, 000,000 

5. 000,  000 

,5,  000, 000 

5, 000,  000 

113,  050,000 

127,  000, 000 

127,  000,  000 

127,  000, 000 

127, 000,  000 

108,  500, 000 

41,  800,  000 

41,700,000 

41,700,000 

41,700,000 

5,  270,  000 

7,  500, 000 

7, 000, 000 

7, 000,  000 

7,  000,  000 

150,000 

300,  000 

200, 000 

60,000 

650, 000 

N.  C. 

None 

39,  m,  000 

45, 100,  000 

45, 100,  000 

45, 100, 000 

45, 100, 000 

2,  950, 000 

4,  400,  000 

4, 400, 000 

4,  400, 000 

4,  400,  OOO 

1, 160, 000 

1, 445, 000 

1, 330, 000 

1,  330, 000 

1,  330,  000 

17,  591,  000 

24,  609, 000 

19,  592,  000 

22,  592, 000 

22,  592,  000 

1, 170,  000 

2, 165, 000 

2. 165, 000 

2, 165, 000 

2. 165,  OOO 

4, 195,000 

4,  41.5,  000 

4,415,000 

4,  415, 000 

4,415,000 

6,660,000 

7, 000,  000 

7, 000, 000 

7, 000,  000 

7,000,000 

5,  750,  000 

6,  260,  000 

6,  200,  000 

6,  250, 000 

6,  250, 000 

9, 000, 000 

13, 063, 000 

12, 640, 000 

12,  640,  000 

12, 640, 000 

50, 000, 000 

50,000,00(^- 

50,000,000 

45.000,000 

45, 000,  000 

125,000,000 

121,200,000 

121,200,000 

121,'200.000 

121,200,000 

1,381,000 

1, 450, 000 

1,450,000 

1,450,000 

1, 450,  000 

40, 195,  000 

44, 399, 000 

44,  399,  000 

44, 399, 000 

44,  399, 000 

3,315,000 

4, 026, 000 

3, 876,  000 

3, 876,  000 

3, 876, 000 

38,  775,  000 

43,  990, 000 

40, 000,  000 

42, 500, 000 

40, 100, 000 

8,  702,  000 

5, 800,  000 

3,096,000 

3, 096,  000 

3, 096, 000 

12,122,000 

14. 026, 000 

14, 026,  000 

14,026,000 

14, 026, 000 

48, 432,  000 

46,  902, 000 

46,  902,  000 

58,  543, 000 

56, 402, 000 

35, 197,  000 

35,  217,  000 

35,  217, 000 

39,  421, 000 

39,  217,  000 

33,  396, 000 

33,  436,  000 

33,  436, 000 

38,  784,  000 

35,  936, 000 

6, 026,  000 

6,  430,  000 

6,  430, 000 

6, 430, 000 

6,  430,  000 

15,  885, 000 

17,  885,  000 

17,  885,  POO 

23,  548, 000 

20,385,000 

13,  29?,  000 

17, 400, 000 

17, 400, 000 

17,  400, 000 

17,  400, 000 

18, 650, 000 

18, 887, 000 

18,  887, 000 

24, 058, 000 

21,  387,  000 

30, 000, 000 

30,  000, 000 

30, 000, 000 

30, 000, 000 

30, 000,  000 

1, 371, 000 

300,000 

147, 000 

1, 450,  000 

1,  570,  000 

None 

Indefinite 

Indefinite 

1,  630,  000 

200,000 

[1, 314,  767] 

1, 450,  000 

1, 450, 000 

1,450,000 

1. 450, 000 

350,000 

3,  892,  000 

5, 150, 000 

.5, 100, 000 

5, 100, 000 

5, 100, 000 

534, 141, 000 

656,  730,  000 

542,  766,  000 

575,  343,  OOO 

561, 916, 000 

2, 870,  000 

3,  265,  000 

3. 000, 000 

'  3, 085, 800 

3, 085, 800 

270,000 

55,000 

5.5,000 

55,000 

55,000 

7,  494,  000 

180,000 

180,000 

180,000 

180,000 

[121,500,000] 

[131,000,000] 

[130,000,000] 

[130,000,000] 

[130,000,000] 

(5,  710  000] 

(5  710  OOfj] 

2,  500,000 

1,  575,  000, 000 

1,  679,  400, 000 

1, 600, 000, 000 

1, 600, 000, 000 

1, 600, 000, 000 

1,  748,  000 

2,  216, 000 

1,900,000 

1,900,000 

1, 900, 000 

1,  822,  000 

2, 154, 000 

2,000,000 

2, 000, 000 

2. 000,000 

39,  361,  000 

41,500,000 

41,  500,  000 

41,  500,  000 

41,  500,  000 

2,  080, 000 

212,000 

'  315i  000 

300,000 

300,000 

300,000 

[160,000] 

[244,000] 

[240,  000] 

[240,000] 

[240,000] 

1,  588,  000 

2,  015,  000 

1,800,000 

1,  800,  000 

1,800,000 

[225,000] 

[282,000] 

[260,000] 

[260,  000] 

[260,000] 

1,  985,  000 

2,  35.5,  000 

2, 300,  000 

2,  300,  000 

2,  300, 000 

[158,000] 

[708,  000] 

[700,000] 

[700,000] 

[700,000] 

426,000 

559.000 

500,000 

500,000 

500,000 

[419, 100] 

[477,000] 

[450,000] 

[474,006] 

[474,  0(X)] 

450,000 

502,000 

502,000 

502,000 

502,000 

2,  490,  599, 181 

2,  582,  764,  581 

2,  483,  536,  581 

2.  518,  707,  381 

2,  503, 130,  381 

8,951,500 

9, 575, 000 

9,384,800 

9,384,800 

9,384,800 

475,500 

520,000 

.520,000 

520,000 

520,000 

250,000 

250,000 

250,000 

250,000 

250,000 

480,  600 

525,000 

525,000 

525,000 

625,000 

[7,  600, 000] 

[8, 150, 000] 

[8, 150, 000] 

(8, 150, 000] 

[8, 150, 000] 

3,295,000 

3,  610,  000 

3,550,000 

3,550,000 

’3, 550, 000 

,  10,000 

5,000 

5,000 

*5,000 

.5,000 

5,000 

(6, 643,  000] 

[4,  750,  000] 

[4, 750, 000] 

[4,  750, 000] 

[4,  750, 000] 

2, 884,  858, 181 

2, 981, 927, 581 

2, 846, 831, 581 

2,885,290,781 

2, 871, 182,  781 

Grand  total 
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Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 'report. 
The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
action  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  House  bill  6287,  which  was 
read,  as  follows; 

In  the  House  of  Representatives, 

United  States, 
June  26,  1957. 

Resolved,  that  the  House  recede  from  Its 
disagreement  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  2,  8.  17,  18,  22,  27,  30,  37, 
39,  44,  and  47  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6287)  entitled 
“An  act  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes,”  and  concur  therein. 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  6,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  “$5,- 
874,400”  named  in  said  amendment.  Insert 
“$5,832,400.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  23,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  “June  30,  1959” 
named  in  said  amendment.  Insert  "June  30, 
1958.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  29,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment  insert: 

“National  Institutes  of  Health  Manage¬ 
ment  Fund:  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  economical  and  efficient  conduct  of  op¬ 
erations  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
which  are  financed  by  two  or  more  appro¬ 
priations  where  the  costs  of  operation  are 
not  readily  susceptible  of  distribution  as 
charges  to  such  appropriations,  there  is 
hereby  established  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  Management  Fund.  Such  amounts 
as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  may  determine  to  represent  a  reason¬ 
able  distribution  of  estimated  costs  among 
the  various  appropriations  involved  may  be 
advanced  each  year  to  this  fund  and  shall 
be  available  for  expenditure  for  such  costs 
under  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  said  Director,  Including  the  operation  of 
facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to  employees 
and  others  at  rates  to  be  determined  by  said 
Director  to  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost  of 
such  operation,  and  the  proceeds  thereof 
shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  this  fund : 
Provided,  That  funds  advanced  to  this  fund 
shall  be  available  only  in  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  they  are  advanced:  Provided  further. 
That  final  adjustments  of  advances  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  actual  costs  shall  be  effected  wher¬ 
ever  practicable  with  the  appropriations  from 
which  such  funds  are  advanced.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  46,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows ;  In  lieu  of  “Sec.  210.”  named 
in  said  amendment  insert  “Sec.  211.” 


Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  concur  in  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  6,  23,  29,  and  46. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

The  fnotion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  POTTER  subsequently  said;  Mr. 
President,  I  regret  that  when  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  Department  of' 


,  Education,  and  Welfare  appro¬ 
priation  bill  was  before  the  Senate  I  was 
engaged  in  another  meeting  and  was  not 
present  to  discuss  one  item  in  the  con¬ 
ference  repHjrt. 

When  the  appropriation  bill  was  before 
the  Senate,  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  struck  from  the  House  bill 
a  proviso  which  allowed  the  Solicitor’s 
Oifice  of  the  Labor  Dep>artment  to  use 
funds  from  the  highway  trust  fund, 
amounting  to  $365,000,  to  carry  out  the 
Davis-Bacon  provisions  of  the  Highway 
Construction  Act. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
which  handled  this  bill  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  received  an  opinion  from  the 
Senate  legislative  council  stating  that  the 
use  of  funds  from  the  highway  trust 
fund  for  that  purpose  was  not  authorized 
by  the  basic  act.  Therefore,  the  Senate 
deleted  that  provision  from  the  bill  and 
requested  the  Department  of  Labor  to 
come  before  the  Congress  with  a  supple¬ 
mental  request  for  funds  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  as  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  Highway  Construction  Act. 
We  found,  however,  in  conference,  that 
the  House  managers  were  adamant,  and 
therefore  the  Senate  had  to  yield  its  po¬ 
sition. 

There  is  no  way  in  a  conference  report 
to  raise  a  point  of  order,  either  in  the 
House  or  in  the  Senate,  against  using 
funds  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Bacon- 
Davis  Act.  However,  I  think  it  well  for 
evei’y  Member  of  the  Senate  to  realize 
that  this  action  of  using  funds  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  is  not  authorized 
by  the  basic  act.  It  would  be  setting  a 
precedent  for  having  any  Government 
agency  that  has  anything  to  do  with  the 
interstate  highway  program  dip  its 
fingers  into  the  trust  fimd.  We  would 
have  a  fimd  with  no  fimds  and  little 
trust,  if  that  should  happend.  It  makes 
no  more  sense  to  have  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  take  $365,000  out  of  the  trust  fund, 
because  it  Is  charged  with  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  than  it  does  for 
the  Treasury  Department  to  say,  “We 
need  fimds  from  the  Highway  Trust 
Fund  because  we  collect  the  taxes.” 

To  me  it  is  an  important  question  for 
the  Congress.  I  know  it  was  the  inten¬ 
tion,  when  the  basic  act  was  adopted,  to 
make  sure  the  trust  fund  remained  in¬ 
tact  and  would  be  used  for  only  one  pur¬ 
pose — building  our  Interstate  Highway 
System. 

As  I  stated  before,  we  have  had  an 
opinion  from  the  legislative  counsel  that 
the  action  which  has  been  taken  is  not 
authorized  by  the  basic  law. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr,  Pi-esident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  for  the 
statement  he  just  made  on  the  use  of  the 
trust  fund  for  highway  building  pur¬ 
poses  outside  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways.  In  the  State  of  Kansas  we  have 
a  constitutional  prohibition  against 
using  any  funds  collected  for  highway 
purposes  by  gasoline  or  other  taxes  for 
any  work  except  highway  construction. 


and  I  think  it  ought  to  be  the  attitude  of 
Congress,  and  it  certainly  is  my  personal 
attitude,  that  the  use  of  the  funds  be 
only  for  highway  construction. 

I  hope  the  time  will  never  come  when 
this  Congress  or  any  future  Congress 
will  permit  a  violation  of  the  use  of  the 
trust  fund  and  to  divert  it,  when  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  was  the  intention  that  it  be  used 
only  for  highway  construction. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
will  agree  with  me  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  committee  and  the  Congress,  when 
the  basic  highway  legislation  was  en¬ 
acted  last  year  for  the  construction  of 
the  Interstate  Highway  System,  that  the 
funds  would  be  used  for  the  building  of 
highways.  If  we  allow  agencies  of  gov¬ 
ernment  to  dip  their  fingers  into  the 
trust  fund,  we  destroy  not  only  the  fund 
but  the  trust  we  should  have  in  it. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  POTTER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  state,  addi¬ 
tionally,  that  the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee.  under  the  direction  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  the 
members  of  the  committee  handling 
questions  relating  to  the  fund,  wrote 
into  the  bill  a  provision  that  highways 
should  not  be  constructed  at  a  more 
rapid  speed  than  the  funds  warranted. 
That  was  done  to  protect  the  people  of 
the  United  States  from  being  obligated 
for  indebtedness  of  any  other  type.  If 
it  should  develop  that  highway  funds 
were  to  be  used  by  various  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  their  pur¬ 
poses,  we  soon  might  find  funds  being 
used  only  for  other  agencies  and  not  for 
highways. 

Mr.  POTTER.  And  not  for  highways; 
the  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
clude  my  remarks.  It  will  take  only  a 
few  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Very  well.  I  should 
like  to  make  a  comment  relative  to  what 
the  Senator  is  saying. 

Mr.  POTTER.  We  are  in  the  position, 
Mr.  President,  that  we  have  a  conference 
report,  and  a  point  of  order  cannot  be 
raised  in  the  Senate  or  the  House  about 
this  action  taken  in  conference,  because 
the  House  managers  were  adamant. 
Therefore,  in  amendment  4  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  it  is  stated  that  $200,000 
will  be  taken  from  the  highway  trust 
fund  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the 
Bacon-Davis  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  make  it  clear 
that  I  was  one  of  those  in  the  Senate  who 
supported  the  Bacon-Davis  provision  to 
the  act,  I  think  it  represents  good  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  committee  specifically  asked  the 
Department  of  Labor  to  come  forward 
with  a  supplemental  request  relative  to 
the  cost  which  would  be  involved  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Bacon- 
Davis  Act  relating  to  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  construction  program. 

But,  in  considering  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  what  is  happening  now  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  $200,000,  which  people  are 
being  taxed  to  obtain,  so  that  it  can  be 
put  into  a  trust  fund  to  build  highways, 
this  sum  of  money  is  going  to  the  De- 
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partment  of  Labor  for  admistrative 
cos^s 

Another  thing  I  fear  is  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  has  other  responsi¬ 
bilities  in  cari-ying  out  the  Bacon-Davis 
provisions  of  other  acts,  and  a  trust 
fund  always  looks  like  a  nice  green  apple 
for  them  to  grab  hold  of  as  a  means  of 
secui'ing  funds,  I  am  afz'aid,  not  only  to 
carry  out  the  Bacon-Davis  provisions  in 
the  highway  legislation  but  to  carry  out 
the  Bacon-Davis  provisions  in  other  leg- 
slation  which  carries  such  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
again  to  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  share  the  views  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  in  regard  to 
securing  from  other  regularly  authorized 
funds  the  funds  for  the  administration 
of  the  Bacon-Davis  provisions  of  the  act 
dealing  with  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem.  I  will  be  glad  to  support  that. 
However,  I  am  violently  opposed  to  any 
movement  to  take  them  from  the  inter¬ 
state  highway  trust  fimd. 

Mr.  POTTER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  People  fail  to  realize  how  this  trust 
fund  is  obtained.  It  is  obtained  by  tax¬ 
ing  people,  causing  them  to  pay  increases 
in  gas  and  other  taxes,  to  build  up  a 
fund  for  the  purpose  of  building  our 
Interstate  Highway  System.  I  am  fear¬ 
ful  that  once  this  practice  has  been 
adopted,  of  dipping  into  the  trust  fund, 
we  may  find  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  will  have  just  as  much  right 
to  come  forward  and  say,  “We  need  a 
half  million  dollars  of  the  trust  fund 
because  we  collect  the  taxes.”  Some 
other  agency  may  say,  “We  have  some¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  highway  program, 
and  we  need  a  half  million  dollars.”  The 
next  thing  we  will  find  is  that  we  will 
end  up  with  no  funds. 

I  think  it  is  unnecessary,  but  in  order 
to  make  clear  the  position  for  the  future, 
particularly  with  reference  to  appropri¬ 
ations  for  next  year — that  we  will  not 
be  tampering  with  the  trust  fund — I  am 
introducing  proposed  legislation  which 
will  make  it  amply  clear  that  it  is  the 
intent  of  the  Congress,  which  I  am  sure 
is  contained  in  the  basic  act  now  on  the 
books,  that  none  of  these  funds  shall 
be  used  for  other  agencies  to  carry  out 
responsibilities  which  they  may  have  in 
connection  with  the  Interstate  Highway 
System. 

Ml'.  KUCHEL  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  a  few  years  ago  I  was  en¬ 
gaged  in  a  lawsuit  which  involved  the 
interpretation  of  a  statute  passed  by  the 
Legislature  of  California.  I  remember 
that  opposing  counsel  in  endeavoring  to 
construe  the  legislation,  addressed  the 
court  and  said,  most  respectfully,  that  he 
did  not  know  the  intention  with  which 
the  legislature  passed  the  bill;  that  he 
did  not  believe  opposing  counsel  knew 
the  intention  with  which  the  legislature 
passed  the  bill;  and  that  he  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  court  knew  the  intention  of  the 
legislation. 

I  suppose  that  the  legislative  purposes 
of  Congress  in  enacting  legislation  are 
not  always  entirely  free  from  that  type 
of  indirect  criticism. 


I  listened  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Potter]  object  to  the 
manner  in  which  Congress  this  year — 
and  the  Senate  acted  only  an  hour  ago — 
gave  its  stamp  of  approval  to  granting 
$200,000  to  be  utilized  by  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  in  enforcing  the  provisions  of 
the  so-called  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

I  recognize  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
merit  in  the  position  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  takes,  and  perhaps 
Congress  ought  to  give  consideration  to 
sequestering  trust  funds  for  one  single 
purpose,  such  as  the  building  of  high¬ 
ways.  So  far,  it  has  not  been  done.  I 
want  to  make  a  certain  opinion  a  part 
of  the  Record,  so  that  Senators  may  see 
the  interpretation  given  by  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  to 
that  particular  problem  in  the  Federal 
highway  legislation. 

When  some  of  us  were  interested  in 
having  the  Senate  recognize  the  need  for 
the  prevailing  wage  theory  in  connection 
with  the  multi-billion-dollar  highway 
projects,  the  senior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  and  his  colleague,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan,  along  with  those 
who  joined  them  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  were  finally  successful  in  having  the 
prevailing  wage  legislation  adopted. 

I  merely  wish  to  make  the  point  that 
the  Comptroller  General  unequivocally 
determined  that  Congress  had  the  right 
to  do  what  the  Senate  finally  did  an 
hour  ago. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Comptroller  General  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  opinion 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Avahabilitt  op  Highway  Trust  Fund  for 
Use  in  Determining  Prevailing  Wage 
Rates  Under  Section  115  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act 

The  following  question  has  been  raised  In 
connection  with  the  Department  of  Labor 
appropriation  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1958: 

"Does  section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  Highway 
Revenue  Act  authorize  the  use  of  funds  from 
the  highway  trust  fund  for  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Department  under  section 
115  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act?”  ^ 

This  question  was  answered  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive  by  the  84th  Congress — the  same  Con¬ 
gress  that  enacted  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  and  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956.2  It  was  also  answered  in  the  afllrma- 


2  Sec.  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  Highway  Revenue 
Act  provides  that  amounts  in  the  fund  shall 
be  available,  as  provided  by  appropriations 
acts,  for  making  expenditures  to  meet  those 
obligations  incurred  under  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  “which  are  attributable  to  Federal- 
aid  highways  (including  those  portions  of 
general  administrative  expenses  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  payable  from  such  ap¬ 
propriations) .” 

2  After  the  passage  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  and  the  Highway  Revenue  Act, 
in  the  same  session  of  Congress,  the  Second 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  was 
enacted.  This  act  appropriated  for  salaries 
and  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor, 
Department  of  Labor,  “$300,000,  to  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  highway  trifst  fund  created 
by  sec.  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956.”  The  committee  report  on  the  bill 
stated  that  this  amount  was  “for  necessary 
salaries  and  expenses  in  carrying  out  the 
additional  duties  placed  on  the  Secretary  of 


tive  by  the  Comptroller  General  in  an  opinion 
issued  on  April  16,  1957  (decision  B-131367), 

In  the  light  of  contemporaneous  approval 
by  Congress  and  subsequent  approval  by  the 
Comptroller  General,  the  question  would  now 
appear  settled  both  by  precedent  and  by  au¬ 
thoritative  opinion.  However,  the  purpose 
of  this  memorandum  is  to  set  forth  infor¬ 
mation  in  addition  to  that  referred  to  by 
the  Comptroller  General  which  will  give  fur¬ 
ther  insight  into  the  distinctive  legislative 
history  attendant  upon  the  passage  of  these 
acts.2 

1.  LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

A.  General:  While  this  memorandum  does 
not  purport  to  trace  the  full  legislative  his¬ 
tory  of  the  acts,  it  should  be  noted  that  there 
were  no  hearings  or  committee  reports  in 
the  Senate  regarding  the  inclusion  of  the 
Labor  Department’s  functions  in  section  115 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act.  As  a  result, 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  was 
the  only  forum  in  the  Senate  where  those 
groups  that  opposed  the  Department  of 
Labor’s  participation  in  the  highway-con¬ 
struction  program  could  voice  their  opposi¬ 
tion. 

During  the  congressional  debate  on  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  and  the  Highway 
Revenue  Act  in  1956,  various  proposals  were 
offered  to  take  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
the  wage  predetermination  function  and  di¬ 
vert  this  activity  to  the  States  and  to  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  other  than  the  Department  of 
Labor.  These  efforts  to  curtail  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  the  Labor  Department  and  place 
the  major  part  of  the  wage  predetermination 
functions  elsewhere  were  continued  through¬ 
out  the  hearings  on  the  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bills.* * 

B.  Appropriation  Committee  hearings:  As 
Senator  Kuchel  stated  at  the  hearings  on 
the  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill :  * 

“Here  is  a  situation,  Mr.  Chairman,  where, 
In  the  closing  weeks  of  the  Congress,  the 
highway  legislation  was  adopted,  and  sud¬ 
denly  we  find  the  need  for  some  assistance  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  carrying  out  this 
highly  important  part  of  the  new  statute.”  ® 

The  question  of  the  availability  of  the  trust 
fund  for  the  purpose  in  question  was  express¬ 
ly  before  the  Appropriation  Committee.' 


Labor  as  a  result  of  the  application  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  to  highway  projects  on  the 
Interstate  System  as  provided  in  sec.  115  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956”  (S. 
Rept.  2770). 

2  A  copy  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  Opin¬ 
ion  is  attached. 

*  One  proposal  offered  to  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  would  have  required  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  “accept  and  approve” 
the  minimum  wage  recommendations  of 
State  highway  departments  “unless  he  finds 
evidence  of  fraud,  willful  misrepresentation, 
or  lack  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  a  State 
in  carrying  out  the  intent  of  said  act’’ 
(hearings,  pp.  282-283), 

’The  committee  summarily  rejected  this 
proposal  and  inserted  a  statement  in  its  re¬ 
port  on  the  second  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  1957,  making  it  clear  that  the  func¬ 
tion  of  predetermining  wage  rates  under  sec. 
115  was  to  be  performed  exclusively  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  no  part  of  his 
function  was  to  be  delegated  to  other  agencies 
(S.  Rept.  2770,  p.  11). 

2  During  the  hearings  on  the  first  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill,  the  committee 
considered,  but  made  no  appropriation  to  the 
Labor  Department  for  Davis-Bacon  functions, 
under  the  Highway  Act. 

0  Hearings  on  second  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1957,  p.  275. 

'  In  his  letter  of  July  16,  1956,  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee.  Secretary  Mitchell 
pointed  out  that  the  Department’s  supple¬ 
mental  request  “contemplates  funds  to  be 
made  available  from  the  highway  trust  fund 
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Senator  KncHEt,  after  his  statement  quoted 
above,  went  on  to  say: 

“I  noticed  that  apparently  this  committee 
could  act  in  either  of  two  ways.  It  could 
either  make  a  general  fund  appropriation 
available  to  the  Secretary,  or  it  could  provide 
for  utilization  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  of 
moneys  in  the  highway-trust  fund.” 

During  these  same  hearings.  Senator  Hol¬ 
land,  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  agreed  that  the  funds  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  could  come  from  the  highway 
trust  fund.  He  stated: 

“I  regret  that  it  comes  out  of  the  highway- 
trust  fund,  but  that  is  what  the  law  provides. 
That  means  it  cuts  down  the  mileage  that  is 
available  out  of  the  road-trust  fund. *  *  *  * 
Since  the  act  so  provides,  that  is  where  it 
will  have  to  come,  I  suppose.” 

The  hearing  before  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee  of  the  Senate  where  these  state¬ 
ments  were  made  was  a  hearing  at  which  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce  was  requesting  necessary  appro¬ 
priations  from  the  highway-trust  fund 
(hearings,  second  supplemental  appropria- 
blll,  1957,  pp.  263  et  seq.).  The  estimates 
submitted  included  $13,300,000  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  that  Bureau  (hearings, 
p.  266).  It  was  in  the  course  of  this  hearing 
on  expenditures  from  the  highway  trust 
fund  that  Senator  Kuchel  and  Senator  Gore 
appeared  on  behalf  of  an  appropriation  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  for  the  wage  deter¬ 
mination  functions  under  the  Highway  Act, 
and  Chairman  Hayden  and  Senator  Chavez 
requested  the  testimony  of  Department  of 
Labor  representatives  who  were  present.  In 
this  context,  it  appears  signiflcant  that  none 
of  the  Senators  who  were  present  (some  of 
whom  were  also  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  which  had  considered  the 
Highway  Act)  raised  any  question  as  to  the 
availability  of  moneys  in  the  trust  fund  for 
the  appropriation  to  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  for  Highway  Act  functions.  The  only 
statements  referring  to  the  use  of  trust-fund 
moneys  were  those  quoted  above,  in  which 
the  Senators  indicated  their  understanding 
that  the  law  made  the  fund  available  for  this 
purpose. 

The  suggestion,  therefore,  that  there  is  no 
legislative  history  dealing  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  appropriations  could  be 
made  to  the  Department  of  Labor  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  conveniently  ignores 
the  hearings  before  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee.  The  committee,  which 
was  the  proper  forum  in  which  the  ques¬ 
tion  could  be  raised,  carefully  considered 
It  and  then  approved  an  appropriation  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  from  the  Trust 
Fund.  Subsequently,  the  committee’s  action 
was  approved  by  the  entire  Congress. 

2.  operating  cost  op  the  wage  predetermi¬ 
nation  PROGRAM  AS  A  LEGITIMATE  CHARGE  TO 

THE  TRUST  FUND 

It  was  contemplated  that  the  operating 
cost  of  the  wage  predetermination  program 
would  be  paid  from  revenues  derived  from 
the  Highway  Revenue  Act.  This  was  so 
obvious  from  the  language  of  the  act  and 
from  the  legislative  history  that  there  was 
no  need  to  spell  it  out  in  so  many  words. 
At  page  37  of  the  Senate  report  “  and  page 
70  of  the  House  report  *  on  the  Highway 
Revenue  bill  it  is  stated  that  expenditures 


created  by  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956.”  The  letter  further  stated  that  “if  the 
Congress  should  consider  it  more  appropriate 
we  would  have  no  objection  to  an  appro¬ 
priation  from  general  revenues.”  (Senate 
hearings  on  second  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  1957,  p.  284.) 

*  Report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance  (S.  Rept.  2054). 

“  Report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  (H.  Rept.  2022). 


"as  appropriated  by  Congress”  may  be  made 
from  the  Trust  Fund  “to  meet  those  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  United  States”  Incurred  under 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  “which  are 
attributable  to  Federal-aid  highways.”  The 
reports  further  noted  that  “the  expendi¬ 
tures  referred  to  are  those  which  normally 
have  been  paid  out  of  the  appropriation 
entitled  ‘Federal  Aid  Highways,  Bureau  of 
Public  Road.  Department  of  Commerce’.” 

The  operating  cost  of  the  wage  prede¬ 
termination  functions  under  the  Davls- 
Bacon  Act  had  not  previously  been  con¬ 
sidered  a  normal  expenditure  of  federally 
assisted  highway  construction  programs  be- 
„cause  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  did  not  apply 
to  these  earlier  programs.  However,  it  is 
important  to  observe  that,  by  its  own  terms, 
the  Highway  Act  requires  a  consultative 
relationship  between  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
end  the  State  highway  departments  in  the 
determination  of  the  prevailing  wage  rates 
and  insertion  of  the  rates  in  the  State’s 
bid  and  contract  documents.  ’These  require¬ 
ments,  together  with  the  requirement  that 
the  wage  rates  determined  shall  be  those 
prevailing  in  the  immediate  locality  of  the 
highway  project,  are  specified  in  the  High¬ 
way  Act,  as  distinguished  from  Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

These  functions  prescribed  in  the  Highway 
Act  are  interwoven  with  the  other  functions 
involved  in  the  preparation  of  bid  and  con¬ 
tract  documents  and  specifications  for  each 
project  on  the  Interstate  System.  They  are 
an  integral  part  of,  and  directly  related  to, 
the  awarding  of  particular  highway  con¬ 
tracts  under  the  act’s  provisions.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  cost  of  predetermining 
wage  rates  under  section  115  of  the  act  is 
an  expenditure  attributable  to  Federal-aid 
highways  within  the  meaning  of  the  express 
language  in  section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  act 
and  in  the  committee  reports.  As  Senator 
Gore  stated  during  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  hearings:  “I  do  not  see  how 
the  Department  of  Commerce  could  approve 
an  interstate  highway  project  under  the  law” 
unless  the  wage  determination  provisions  in 
section  115  become  op>eratlve. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  under  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  prior  to  the  1956 
act,  regulations  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  provided  for  certain  minimum  wages 
to  be  determined  by  the  States  on  Federal-aid 
projects.  The  preparation  and  enforcement 
of  these  regulations  were  part  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  and  presumably  the  expenses  of  the 
States  in  determining  the  wages  and  placing 
them  in  the  contracts  were  chargeable  to  the 
costs  of  the  projects  for  purposes  of  reim¬ 
bursement  under  the  act.  If  the  proponents 
of  State,  as  opposed  to  Federal,  determina¬ 
tion  of  prevailing  wages  under  the  1956  act 
had  prevailed,  the  cost  of  this  work  attributa¬ 
ble  to  each  project  would,  it  is  assumed, 
have  been  payable  out  of  the  highway  trust 
fund  in  the  same  proportion  as  other  costs 
of  the  projects.  Similarly,  if  the  former 
functions  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
with  respect  to  prescribing  minimum  wages 
had  been  expanded  along  the  lines  of  the 
functions  presently  assigned  by  section  115 
of  the  act  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  the 
expense  of  performing  the  same  functions 
would  have  been  part  of  the  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Bureau' and,  therefore,  clearly 
payable  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund.  The 
nature  of  the  functions  and  the  closeness  of 
their  relationship  to  the  actual  awarding  of 
contracts  by  the  States  for  projects  on  the 
Interstate  System  is  not  different  because 
the  Highway  Act  prescribes  that  they  shall 
be  performed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  ’The 
fact  that  this  function  under  the  Highway 
Act  is  performed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
rather  than  by  the  States  or  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  in  no  way  alters  or  lessens 
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the  propriety  of  charging  the  cost  of  its 
operation  to  the  highway  trust  fund  as  an 
expenditure  attributable  to  Federal-aid 
highways. 

There  is  no  rule  of  statutory  construction 
which  supports  the  interpretation  of  the 
word  “including”  (in  section  209  (f)  (1)  of 
the  Highway  Revenue  Act)  >»  as  meaning  ex¬ 
clusive  or  all-embracing.  On  the  contrary, 
as  the  Comptroller  General  pointed  out  in 
his  opinion  of  April  16.  1957,  ‘"The  paren¬ 
thetical  statement  'including  those  portions 
of  general  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  payable  from  such 
appropriations’  merely  emphasizes  the  con¬ 
gressional  Intent  that  the  funds  shall  be 
used  to  defray  the  administrative  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in 
carrying  out  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram.”  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  which 
can  be  construed  “as  precluding  the  Congress 
from  utilizing  the  fund  for  other  or  more 
extended  purposes  if  it  chooses  to  do  so.”  “ 

3.  CONCLUSION 

A  conclusion  that  Congress  did  not  intend 
to,  or  cannot  now,  use  the  trust  fund  for  the 
purpose  in  question  might  be  Justified  if  the 
legislative  history  had  been  contrary  to  the 
history  discussed  in  this  memorandum,  and 
if  Congress  had,  in  1956,  denied  the  use  of 
the  trust  fund  for  this  purpose.  However, 
the  actual  situation  is  exactly  the  opposite 
and  it  can  only  be  concluded,  therefore,  that 
Congress,  in  enacting  the  Highway  Revenue 
Act  of  1956,  intended  that  the  trust  fund 
could  be  used  in  1956  and  in  subsequent 
years  for  the  purpose  of  making  wage  pre¬ 
determinations  under  section  115  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act. 

Belated  efforts  to  prove  that  what  Con¬ 
gress  did  in  1956  was  improper,  after  the 
same  Congress  that  enacted  the  highway 
legislation  considered  the  matter  and  deter¬ 
mined  otherwise,!^  impute  to  Congress,  at  the 
least,  a  striking  inconsistency,  if  not  a  willful 
and  incredible  disregard  of  the  very  pro¬ 
visions  it  had  placed  in  the  law  to  govern 
its  action.  Of  equally  serious  import,  these 
efforts  to  impugn  the  propriety  of  the  prior 
congressional  action  raise  questions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  validity  of  existing  programs 
and  existing  expenditures  under  the  High¬ 
way  Act. 

There  has  been  no  contention  by  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress  or,  to  our  knowledge,  by  any 
person  outside  of  Congress  that  these  exist¬ 
ing  programs  and  expenditures  are  invalid. 


“As  previously  noted,  section  209  (f)  (1) 
authorizes  expenditures  from  the  trust  fund, 
as  provided  by  appropriations  acts,  “which 
are  attributable  to  Federal-aid  highways  (in¬ 
cluding  those  portions  of  general  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  payable  from  such  appropriations).” 

To  the  same  effect,  see  Federal  Land 
Bank  of  St.  Paul  v.  Bismarck  Lumber  Co. 
(314  U.  S.  95,  100),  where  the  Supreme  Court 
noted  that  “We  recently  had  occasion,  under 
other  circumstances,  to  point  out  that  the 
term  ‘including’  is  not  one  of  all-embracing 
definition,  but  connotes  simply  an  illustra¬ 
tive  application  of  the  general  principle. 
Phelps  Dodge  Corp.  v.  Labor  Board  (313  U.  S. 
177,  189) :  see  also  Helvering  v.  Morgan’s,  Inc. 
(293  U.  S.  121,  125).’’ 

“  In  construing  a  statute,  the  courts  have 
recognized,  on  numerous  occasions,  that 
great  weight  should  be  accorded  to  the  inter¬ 
pretation  given  to  the  statute  by  the  enact¬ 
ing  Congress.  “The  words  of  a  statute  must 
be  taken  in  the  sense  in  which  they  were 
understood  at  the  time  when  the  statute 
was  enacted  and  the  statute  must  be  con¬ 
strued  as  it  was  Intended  to  be  understood 
when  it  was  passed.”  (50  Am.  Jur.,  Statutes, 
sec.  236,  citing  United  States  v.  Stewart 
(311  U.  S.  60);  Platt  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (99 
U.  S.  48)). 
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CoMPTROLLEH  General  op 

THE  United  States, 
Washington,  April  15,  1957. 
The  honorable  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  By  letter  dated  April 
3,  1957,  with  enclosures,  the  Acting  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  requested  our  advice  whether 
section  209  (f)  (1)  of  the  Highway  Revenue 
Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  399)  authorizes  the  use 
of  funds  from  the  highway  trust  fund 
for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  in  making  wage  determina¬ 
tions  provided  for  in  section  115  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat. 
385)  • 

In’ section  115  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956,  the  Congress  extended  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  30,  1935,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  276a) 
to  highway  projects  of  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways.  The  Congress  fur¬ 
ther  provided  therein  that  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  make  predeterminations  of  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  rates,  which  “shall  be  set  out  in 
each  project  advertisement  for  bids  and  in 
each  bid  proposal  form  and  shall  be  made  a 
part  of  the  contract  covering  the  project.” 

Section  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956  established  a  highway  trust  fund  on 
the  books  of  the  Government,  and  in  sub¬ 
section  (f)  (1)  thereof  defined  the  scope  of 
its  expenditure  availability  as  follows: 

“(1)  Federal-aid  highway  program;. 
Amounts  in  the  trust  fund  shall  be  avail¬ 
able,  as  provided  by  appropriation  acts,  for 
making  expenditures  after  June  30,  1956, 
and  before  July  1,  1972,  to  meet  those  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  United  States  heretofore  or 
hereafter  incurred  under  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amend¬ 
ed  and  supplemented,  which  are  attributable 
to  Federal-aid  highways  (including  those 
portions  of  general  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  payable  from 
such  appropriations).” 

In  his  letter  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Labor 
expresses  the  view  to  the  effect  that  expenses 
in  connection  with  making  the  wage  deter¬ 
minations  constitute  obligations  that  are 
“attributable  to  Federal-aid  highways”  and, 
therefore,  properly  payable  from  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund.  The  same  conclusion  was 
stated  in  an  accompanying  memorandum  of 
law  of  the  Solicitor  of  your  Department. 

The  quoted  section  209  (f)  (1) — by  its 

plain  terms — makes  amounts  established  in 
the  highway  trust  fund  available,  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  appropriation  acts,  for  expendi¬ 
ture  after  June  30,  1956,  and  before  July 
1,  1972,  to  cover  those  obligations  which 
are  attributable  to  Federal-aid  highways. 
The  parenthetical  statement  “including 
those  portions  of  general  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  pay¬ 
able  from  such  appropriations”  merely  em¬ 
phasizes  the  congressional  intent  that  the 
fund  its  to  be  used  to  defray  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  incurred  by  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  in  carrying  out  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  program. 

In  reporting  out  H.  R.  10660  which  be¬ 
came  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956,  it 
was  stated  in  House  Report  No.  2022  (p. 
70),  and  in  Senate  Report  No.  2054  (p.  37) 
with  reference  to  said  section  209  (f)  (1) 
that  “The  expenditures  referred  to  are  those 
which  normally  have  been  paid  out  of  the 
appropriation  entitled  ‘Federal- Aid  High¬ 
ways,  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department 
of  Commerce.’  ”  While  this  explanation  of 
the  character  of  expenditures  properly 
chargeable  to  the  fund  may  have  been  in¬ 
tended  to  operate  as  a  restriction  on  its 
authorized  uses,  such  explanation  may  not 
be  construed  as  precluding  the  Congress 
from  utilizing  the  fund  for  other  or  more 
extended  purposes  if  it  chooses  to  do  so. 
And  it  must  be  recognized  that  the  latest 
expression  of  the  Congress  is  controlling. 
(See  19  Comp.  Gen.  961.) 


If  your  Inquiry  Is  directed  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  a  proposed  appropriation 
from  the  highway  trust  fund  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  to  carry  out  its  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  functions  is  so  authorized  by 
the  enabling  legislation  as  not  to  be  subject 
to  a  point  of  order  under  the  rules  of  the 
respective  Houses  of  the  Congress,  this,  of 
course,  is  a  matter  not  within  our  province 
to  decide,  but  rather  for  determination  by 
those  Houses  in  conducting  their  proceed¬ 
ings. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  Campbell, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States. 

T 

I  ASSUMPTION  OP  LEGISLATIVE  AU¬ 
THORITY  BY  SUPREME  COURT' 

I  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina; 
Mr.  President,  I  note  with  extreme  inter¬ 
est  the  wave  of  criticism  of  the  Supreme 
Court  by  Senators  and  Representatives 
from  the  North,  the  Midwest,  and  the 
ir  West,  who  have  complained  in  recent 
d^  of  the  high  tribunal’s  assumption 
of  l^islative  authority. 

I  c^gratulate  them  on  their  alertness 
to  this^anger  and  I  wish  to  assure  these 
Senators^^nd  Representatives  that  the 
South  w&omes  them  in  their  newly 
found  posiuton  in  this  matter.  But  for 
the  record,  I  should  like  to  point  out  thaty 
the  South  hak  been  conscious  of  thi 
assumption  of  l^islative  powers  by 
Supreme  Court  ^er  since  May  1654, 
when  the  High  Court’s  attacks  Jiroke 
through  the  bounds\f  the  Cons^ution 
and  made  a  major  njvasion  >hto  the 
powers  of  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  mos^t^nkful  that 
these  Senators  and  Meimers  of  the 
House  of  Representative  mve  joined 
the  South  in  an  awaking  N.  this  in¬ 
vasion  by  the  Suprem^ Court,  ^d  urge 
that  we  stick  togetl^  in  this  common 
fight  to  protect  reeesentative  g^rn- 
ment. 

r 


IMPLEMENT.^ION  OF  RECOMMEN-\ 

DATIONS/  OP  COMMISSION  ON 

GOVERNMENT  SECURITY 

Mr.  COTtoN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sure  tmt  Members  of  the  Senate  are 
awar^ihe  Commission  on  Government 
Sec^ty,  which  was  created  by  act  of 
Cc^ress,  has  concluded  its  year  and  a 
l^f  of  deliberation,  and  made  a  report 
which  has  been  the  subject  of  some  in¬ 
terest  and  some  comment  in  the  last 
few  days. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  from 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  %re  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  StennisI  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

At  this  time  I  desire  to  introduce,  for 
appropriate  reference,  five  bills,  which 
embody  the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  on  Government 
Security. 

Mr.  President,  the  first  bill  I  intro¬ 
duce  is  entitled,  “To  establish  a  central 
security  office  to  coordinate  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  personnel  loyalty 
and  security  programs,  to  prescribe  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  for  the  hearing 
and  review  of  cases  arising  under  such 
programs,  and  for  other  ^purposes.” 


I  desire,  Mr.  President,  to  introduce 
that  bill  for  appropriate  reference  for 
myself  and  on  behalf  of  my  colleague 
on  '  the  Commission,  the  distinguished . 
Senator  from  Mississippi  tMr.  Stennis^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ml 
will  be  received  and  appropriately/xe- 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  2414)  to  establish  A  cen¬ 
tral  security  office  to.coordinate/xhe  ad¬ 
ministration  of  Federal  personirel  loyalty 
and  security  programs,  to  pn^cribe  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  fo^he  hearing 
and  review  of  cases  arising  under  such 
programs,  and  for  otherypur poses,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Cotton  yaor  himself  and 
Mr.  Stennis)  ,  was  r^eived,  read  twice 
by  its  title,  and  ref^-ed  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Office  ^d  Civil  Service. 

Mr.  cotton/  Mr.  President,  the 
second  bill  I  deftre  to  introduce  is  a  bill 
to  prescribe  Standard  of  loyalty  to  the 
United  Stat^  Government  for  military 
personnel, yio  prescribe  procedures  for 
the  detennination  of  the  loyalty  of  such 
personnfl,  and  for  other  purposes. 

I  d^re  to  introduce  this  bill  for  ap- 
prop^ate  reference,  for  myself  and  for 
the^istinguished  Senator  from  Missis- 
si^i  [Mr.  Stennis]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
'will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  2415)  to  prescribe  a  stand¬ 
ard  of  loyalty  to  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  military  personnel,  to  pres- 
scribe  procedures  for  the  determination 
of  the  loyalty  of  such  personnel,  and  for 
other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Cotton,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Stennis, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  the 
third  bill  I  desire  to  introduce  is  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act  to  provide  more  effectively  for  immi¬ 
gration  and  passport  security,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  desire  to  introduce 
this  bill  for  appropriate  reference,  for 
lyself  and  for  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
li^sippi  [Mr.  Stennis], 

’he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will\be  received  and  appropriately  re- 
ferrec 

TheVll  (S.  2416)  to  amend  the  Immi¬ 
gration  \nd  Nationality  Act  to  provide 
more  eff^ively  for  immigration  and 
passport  se^rity,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  introduced  by  Mr.  Cotton,  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Stennis,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  ite  title,  and  refeixed  to 
the  Committee  oiK±he  Judiciary. 

Mr.  COTTON.  \Mr.  President,  the 
fourth  bill  I  desire\to  introduce  is  a 
bill  to  amend  title  United  States 
Code,  to  prohibit  unautnorized  disclosure 
of  certain  information  ^tically  affect¬ 
ing  national  defense.  I  d^re  to  intro¬ 
duce  this  bill,  for  appropriate  reference, 
for  myself  and  the  Senator  vom  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Stennis]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Sffie  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriate  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  2417)  to  amend  title 
United  States  Code,  to  prohibit  unai 
thorized  disclosure  of  certain  informa-'' 
tion  critically  affecting  national  defense, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Cotton,  for  himself 
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Public  Law  85-67 
85th  Congress,  H.  R,  6287 
June  29,  1957 

AN  ACT 

_ 71  Stat.  210. 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Weifare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  following  Departments  of 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  tabor,  and  Health 
appropriated,  for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  Eduoation,  and 
and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  Appropria 

1958, namely:  J  ^  ’  tion  Aot,  1958. 


TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 


OFFICE  or  THE  SECRETARY 

« Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the 
cretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  the  Secretary) , 
including  payment  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for 
dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organizations  whose  publica¬ 
tions  are  available  to  members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than 
to  the  general  public ;  and  purchase  of  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor, 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  60  stat.  810. 
2131)  ;  $1,480,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $180,000  shall  be  for  inter¬ 
national  labor  affairs:  Provided,  That  the  limitation  of  $154,490  for 
international  labor  affairs  appearing  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70  stat.  423)  is  increased  fo  $159,490. 

Working  capital  fund :  There  is  hereby  established  a  working  capital 
fund,  to  be  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation,  for  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  (1)  a  central  reproduction 
service;  (2)  a  central  visual  exhibit  service;  (3)  a  central  supply  serv¬ 
ice  for  supplies  and  equipment  for  which  adequate  stocks  may  be 
maintained  to  meet,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  requirements  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  ;  and  (4)  telephone,  mail  and  messenger  services :  Provided,  That 
any  stocks  of  supplies  and  equipment  on  hand  or  on  order  on  June  30, 

1957,  shall  be  used  to  capitalize  such  fund :  Provided  further.  That  the 
fund  may  be  used  to  finance  the  cost  of  centralized  procurement 
oi  supplies  and  equipment  and  that  the  fund  shall  be  reimbursed  in 
i^vance  from  available  funds  of  bureaus,  offices,  and  agencies  for 
^lich  services  are  performed  at  rates  which  will  return  in  full  all 
expenses  of  operations,  including  reserves  for  accrued  annual  leave 
and  depi-eciation  of  equipment. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  exjTenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor,  $2,121,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $200,000  to  be  derived 
from  the  highw'ay  trust  fund  created  by  section  209  of  the  Highway 
Revenue  Act  of  1956. 


BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  promotion  of 
industriM  safety,  employment  stabilization,  and  amicable  industrial 
relations  for  labor  and  industry ;  performance  of  safety  functions  of 
the  Secretary  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  784  (c) ) ;  performance  of  the  functions  vested  63  stat.  865. 
in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act, 

1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  159  (f)  and  (g) ) ;  and  not  less  than  $182,575  for  the  61  stat.  136. 
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work  of  the  Fresiclent’s  Committee  on  National  Employ  the  Physically 
Handicapped  Week,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  July  11, 1949  (6;i  Stat. 
409)  :  Provided^  That  no  part  of  the  appropriation  for  the  President’s 
Committee  shall  be  subject  to  reduction  or  transfer  to  any  other  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  under  the  provisions  of  any  existing  law;  including 
purchase  of  reports  and  of  material  for  informational  exhibits  and  j 
expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  con-  i 
ferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards;  j 
$985,000.  : 

BUREAU  OF  veterans’  REEMPLOYMENT  RIGHTS  j 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  render  assistance 
in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment  rights  under  section  8  i 
of  the  Selective  Training  and  Service  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  i 
U.  S.  C.  App.  308),  the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended  (50  j 
U.  S.  C.  App.  351),  the  Army  Reserve  and  Retired  Personnel  Service  ; 
Law  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  401),  and  section  9-of  the 
Universal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act  (50  U.  S.  C.  App.  459),  | 
and  the  Reserve  Forces  Act  of  1955  (69  Stat.  598) ,  $542,000. 

BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP  j 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  Secre-  j 
tary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  apprentice  training,  as 
authorized  by  the  Acts  of  March  4,  1913  (5  U.  S.  C.  611),  and  August 
16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  C.  50),  $3,600,000. 

BUREAU  OF  employment  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  general  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  employment  service  and  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  programs,  including  temporary  employment  of  persons,  without 
regard  to  the  civil-service  laws,  for  the  farm  placement  migratory 
labor  program ;  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5,958,000, 
of  which  $5,832,400  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  Federal 
unemployment  account  in  the  unemployment  Trust  Fund,  and,  of 
which  $1,125,000  shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  (except  section  602)  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act 
of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and  employment 
service  administration:  For  grants  in  accordance  with  the  provision" 
of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  49^9n),  f 
carrying  into  effect  section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment 
Act  of  1944,  for  grants  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501-503),  including, 
upon  the  request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of  equipment,  and  the 
payment  of  rental  for  space  made  available  to  such  State  in  lieu  of 
grants  for  such  purpose,  for  necessary  expenses  including  purchasing 
and  installing  of  air-conditioning  equipment  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  employment  office  facilities  and  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  for  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  for 
carrying  out  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Readjustment  Assistance  Act 
of  1952  (66  Stat.  684)  and  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended  (68  Stat.  1130),  $259,814,000,  of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be 
available  only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  increased  costs  of  admin¬ 
istration  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases  in  the 
numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  increased  salary  costs  result¬ 
ing  from  chang^es  in  State  salary  compensation  plans  embracing  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  State  generally  over  those  upon  which  the  State’s  basic 
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grant  (or  tlie  allocation  for  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based, 
which  increased  costs  of  administration  cannot  be  provided  for 
by  normal  budgetary  adjustments;  Provided^  That  notwithstanding 
any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  from  time  to 
time  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  payment  to  each 
State  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  of 
June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provisions  of  section  303  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of  its  unemployment 
compensation  law  and  of  its  public  employment  offices :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther^  That  such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department  shall  be  used  for  the  pay¬ 
ment,  in  such  manner  as  said  2)arties  may  jointly  determine,  of  postage 
for  the  transmission  of  official  mail  matter  in  connection  with  the 
administration  of  unemployment  compensation  systems  and  employ¬ 
ment  services  by  States  receiving  grants  herefrom. 

'Xin  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  the  pro- 
^sions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
relating  to  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  personnel  standards 
on  the  merit  basis,  shall  apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State  agencies  to  cover,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation  of  said  agencies  including  the 
salaries  and  expenses  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall 
be  withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  estab¬ 
lished  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system 
and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection,  tenure 
in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  because  of  any  dis¬ 
approval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the 
agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or 
employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  under  title  III 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title  and 
under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation 
“^erefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

^Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans:  For  payments  to  un¬ 
employed  veterans  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Read¬ 
justment  Assistance  Act  af  1952,  $36,800,000. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  veterans,  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year :  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States,  as  authorized  by  title  IV  of  the  Veterans’  Readjustment  Assis¬ 
tance  Act  of  1952,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  benefits  for 
the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  and  the  obligations 
and  expenditures  thereunder  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriation 
therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees:  For  payments 
to  unemployed  Federal  employees,  either  directly  or  through  pay¬ 
ments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
as  amended,  $25,000,000. 

Unemployment  compensation  for  Federal  employees,  next  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year, 
payments  to  States,  as  authorized  by  title  XV  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts  as  may  be  required  for  payment  to 
unemployed  Federal  employees  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  suc- 
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ceecling  fiscal  year,  and  the  obligations  and  expenditures  thereunder 
shall  be  charged  to  the  api)ropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor  program :  F or  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  under  the  Act  of  July  12,  1951  (65  Stat.  119), 
as  amended,  including  temporary  employment  of  persons  without 
regard  to  the  civil  service  laws,  $2,250,000. 

BUREAU  or  employees’  compexsation 

Salaries  and  expenses:  h'or  necessary  administrative  expenses  and 
not  to  exceed  $113,400  for  the  Employees’  Compensation  Appeals 
Board,  $2,838,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $47,400  to  be  derived 
from  the  fund  created  by  section  44  of  the  Longshoremen’s  and  Harbor 
Workers’  Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.  S.  C.  906) . 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of  compensation 
and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except  administrative  expenses) 
authorized  by  law  and  accruing  during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal 
year,  including  payments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and 
hospital  services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau 
Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of  benefits  9^ 
provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War  Benefits’’  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1947 ;  the  advancement  of  costs 
for  enforcement  of  recoveries  in  third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of 
medical  and  hospital  services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral  and 
burial  expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  expenses  incidental 
to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial,  for  such  enrollees  of  the  Civilian 
Conservation  Corps  as  were  certified  by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as 
receiving  hospital  services  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on 
June  30,  1943,  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian 
employees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and  authority  of 
the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  796),  shall  apply 
in  providing  such  services,  treatment,  and  expenses  in  such  cases  and 
for  payments  pursuant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  the  War  Claims 
Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.,  app.  2012)  ;  such  amount  as  may  be  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  work  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  including  advances  or  reimbursement  to 
State,  Federal,- and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  services  rep^ 
dered,  and  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  (J 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $7,200,000. 

women’s  bureau 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  work  of  the  1 
Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  5, 1920  (29  U.  S.  C. 
11-16),  including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  informational 
exhibits,  $462,000. 

avage  and  hour  division 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  performing  the 
duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  the  Act  to  provide  conditions  for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and 
the  making  of  contracts  by  the  United  States,  approved  June  30, 1936, 
as  amended  (41  U.  S.  C.  35-45),  including  reimbursement  to  State, 
Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection  serv¬ 
ices  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for  expenses  of  attendance  of 
cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  conferences  concerned  with 
the  work  of  the  Division,  $10,600,000. 
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GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ;  and  for  expenses  of  attend¬ 
ance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any 
such  appropriation  is  made. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1958”. 

TITLE  II— DEPAKTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFAKE 


AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of  March  3,  1879, 
as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101-105),  $328,000. 


FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 


Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
301-392) ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50) ; 
the  Import  Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C.  141-149) ;  the  Federal  Caustic 
Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C.  401-411) ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as 
amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  61-64)  ;  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
eighty-nine  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  fifty-one  shall  be  for 
replacement  only;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results  of  investi¬ 
gations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific  equipment; 
payment  in  advance  for  special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and 
payment  of  fees,  travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies 
of  new  developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement  opera¬ 
tions;  $9,300,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification,  inspection,  and  other  services: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification  or  inspection  of  certain 
products,  and  for  the  establishment  of  tolerances  for  pesticides,  in 
accordance  with  sections  406,  408,  504,  506,  507,  604,  702A,  and  706  of 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
346,  346a,  354,  356,  357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  aggregate  of  the 
advance  deposits  during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  cover  payments  of 
'*«^s  for  services  in  connection  with  such  certifications,  inspections,  or 
__J[ablishment  of  tolerances,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The 
total  amount  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apiiaratus,  and  scientific  equipment; 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  four  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only ;  expenses  of  advisory  committees ;  and  the  refund  of 
advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has  been  rendered. 


freedaien’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  including  repairs ;  furnishing,  repairing,  and  cleaning 
i  of  wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in  the  performance  of  their 
official  duties ;  transfer  of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  Howard  University”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  jirofes- 
sional  personnel  detailed  to  the  hospital ;  payments  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  Howard  University  for  actual  cost  of  heat,  light,  and  power 
furnished  by  such  university ;  $3,000,000 :  Provided^  That  no  intern  or 
resident  physician  receiving  compensation  from  this  appropriation  on 


60  Stat.  810. 


Citation  of 
title. 


41  Stat.  272. 


52  Stat.  1040; 
29  Stat.  604; 
44  Stat.  1101, 
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a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  compensation  in  the  form  of  wages  or 
Payments  by  salary  from  any  other  appropriation  in  this  title:  Provided  further^ 

Diatriot  of  That  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freedmen’s  Hos- 

Columbla.  pital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  in  advance  at  the  beginning 

of  each  quarter,  such  amount  as  the  Surgeon  General  calculates  will  be 
earned  on  the  basis  of  rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
for  the  care  of  patients  certified  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills 
rendered  by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations 
shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  advance  of  payment; 
but  proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have  been  paid  in  advance 
on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  each 
quarter:  Provided  further^  That  the  Surgeon  General  may  delegate 
the  responsibilities  imposed  upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 


GALLAUDET  COLI.EGE 


68  Stat.  265. 
D.C.  Code  31- 
1025  to  31- 
1032. 

31  Stat.  844. 


Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  partial  support  of  Gallaudet  College, 
including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous  expenses,  and  repairs 
and  improvements,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  18,  1954  (Publ^ 
Law  420),  $730,000:  Provided,  That  Gallaudet  College  shall  be  paV^ 
by  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  at  the  rate  of  $1,295  per  school  year  for  each  student  attending 
and  receiving  instruction  in  elementary  or  secondary  education  jnir- 
suant  to  the  Act  of  March  1, 1901  (31  D.  C.  Code  1008). 

Construction:  For  the  construction  and  equipment  of  buildings 
and  facilities  on  the  grounds  of  Gallaudet  College,  as  authorized  by 
the  Act  of  June  18j  1954  (Public  Law  420),  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  including  planning,  archi¬ 
tectural,  and  engineering  services,  $1,690,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959,  as  follows:  For  a  cafeteria  and  service  building  and 
a  men’s  dormitory,  together  with  alterations,  installations,  and  equip¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  such  construction,  and  for  beginning  roads, 
walks,  and  grading  in  connection  with  such  construction. 


HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  Howard  Uni¬ 
versity,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous  expenses  and 
repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds,  $3,800,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifi¬ 
cations  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General  Service* 
Administration,  on  the  grounds  of  Howard  University,  of  a  physidL 
education  building  and  a  home  economics  building,  $150,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  June  30,  1959. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  equipping  the  dental  school  build¬ 
ing  under  the  supervision  of  General  Services  Administration, 
$262,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1959,  and  such  amount 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  limitation  of  cost  established  by  Public  Law 
66  stat.  363.  +52,  Eighty-secoiid  Congress. 


OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  education :  For 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  2:  70  Stat.  1126),  and  section 

42  use  242d  note.202  of  said  Act  (70  Stat.  925),  section  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924 

43  stat.  18;  (20  U.  S.  C.  29),  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 1931  (20  U.  S.  C.  30), 

47  stat.  1489;  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C.  31),  and  section  9  of  the  Act 
64  stat.  27.  of  August  1,  1956  (70  Stat.  909),  including  $4,000,000  for  extension 
20  use  34.  tind  improvement  of  practical  nurse  training,  and  $228,000  for  voca- 


June  29,  1957 


-7- 


Pub.  Law  85-67 

71  Stat.  216. 


tional  education  in  the  fisliery  trades  and  industry  including  distribu¬ 
tive  occupations  therein,  $^33, 750, 081 :  Pro)'ided,  That  the  apportion¬ 
ment  to  the  States  under  section  3  (a),  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of 
not  to  exceed  $29,267,081  for  the  current  fiscal  year :  Provided  further. 
That  the  amount  of  allotment  which  States  and  Territories  are  not 
prepared  to  use  may  be  reapportioned  among  other  States  and  Terri¬ 
tories  applying  therefor  for  use  in  the  programs  for  which  the  funds 
were  originally  apportioned. 

F urther  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts : 
For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29, 
1935,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  329),  $2,501,500. 

Grants  for  library  services:  For  grants  to  the  States  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  June  19, 1956,  as  amended  (70  Stat.  293-296, 911),  $5,000,000 : 
Provided,  That  the  amount  of  any  State’s  allotment  from  this  appro¬ 
priation  which  such  State  certifies  will  remain  unpaid  to  it  on  June 
30,  1959,  may  be  reallotted  by  the  Commissioner  among  other  States 
applying  therefor  in  proportion  to  their  rural  population,  and  deemed 
yrt  of  such  allotments,  except  that  no  State’s  allotment  shall  be  so 
-rffcreased  as  to  exceed  the  allotment  which  would  be  made  to  it  were 
this  appropriation  equal  to  the  maximum  authorized  under  such  Act. 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local  educational 
agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  schools  as  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  ch.  13; 
70  Stat.  909,  970-972),  $127,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  also  be  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6 
of  such  Act. 

Assistance  for  school  construction:  For  an  additional  amount  for 
providing  school  facilities  and  for  grants  to  local  educational  agencies 
in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized  by  title  III  and  title  IV  of 
the  Act  of  September  23,  1950,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  14;  70 
Stat.  909,  968-969),  including  not  to  exceed  $700,000  for  necessary 
expenses  of  technical  services  rendered  by  other  agencies  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  for  title  IV,  $41,700,000,  to  remain  available  until 
June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  salaries  or  other  direct  expenses  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of 
Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations,  and  reports  re¬ 
garding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of  public  and  school  library 
^vice;  coordination  of  library  service  on  the  national  level  with 
-t5uier  forms  of  adult  education;  developing  library  participation  in 
Federal  projects;  fostering  nationwide  coordination  of  research  ma¬ 
terials  among  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  library  service  throughout  the  country ;  purchase,  dis¬ 
tribution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion-picture 
films,  and  lantern  slides ;  collection,  exchange,  and  cataloging  of  edu¬ 
cational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles  of  school  furniture  and 
models  of  school  buildings  illustrative  of  foreign  and  domestic  sys¬ 
tems  and  methods  of  education,  and  repairing  the  same ;  and  coopera¬ 
tive  research,  surveys,  and  demonstrations  in  education  as  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  July  26, 1954  (20  U.  S.  C.  331-332)  ;  $7,000,000,  of  which 
not  less  than  $550,000  shall  be  available  for  the  Division  of  Vocational 
Education  as  authorized. 

President’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  the  High  School:  For 
salaries  and  expenses  for  the  President’s  Committee  on  Education 
Beyond  the  High  School,  including  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings,  $50,000. 


20  use  15 J. 

49  Stat.  439. 

20  use  352- 
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68  Stat.  652. 
29  use  31-42. 


29  use  32,33. 


29  use  34,  37. 


29  use  31-42. 
49  Stat.  1559. 


Grants  to  States  and  other  agencies :  F or  grants  to  States  and  other 
agencies  in  accordance  with  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as 
amended,  $45,100,000,  of  which  $40,000,000  is  for  vocational  rehabili¬ 
tation  services  under  section  2  of  said  Act;  $1,500,000  is  for  extension 
and  improvement  projects  under  section  3  of  said  Act;  and  $3,600,000 
is  for  special  projects  under  section  4  of  said  Act:  Provided,  That 
allotments  under  section  2  of  said  Act  to  the  States  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  $53,000,000,  and  this  amount 
shall  be  considered  the  sum  available  for  allotments  under  such  section 
for  such  fiscal  year. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  grants  to  States  under  sections  2 
and  3  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first 
quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder 
to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year :  Pro¬ 
vided,  Tliat  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  sh^ 
not  exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter  of  tl 
current  fiscal  year. 

Training  and  traineeships:  For  training  and  traineeships  pursuant 
to  section  4  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  and 
for  carrying  out  the  training  functions  provided  for  in  section  7 
of  said  Act,  $4,400,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  and  of 
the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936  (20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A),  as  amended, 
$1,330,000. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 


58  Stat.  682. 


64  Stat.  1100. 


58  Stat.  685. 


70  Stat.  910. 
42  use  246, 
243,  241. 


70  Stat.  923. 
42  use  242d. 


For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A)  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Act),  and  other  Acts,  including  expenses  for  active  commissioned 
ofiicers  in  the  Reserve  Corps  and  for  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  six 
hundred  commissioned  officers  in  the  Regular  Corps;  and  except  as 
otherwise  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950  (20  U.  S.  C. 
236-244),  for  exposes  of  primary  and  secondary  schooling  of  de¬ 
pendents  of  Public  Health  Service  personnel  stationed  in  foreign 
countries,  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  an  average  of  $250  per  student, 
when  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  the  schools,  if  any,  avail' 
able  in  the  locality  are  unable  to  provide  adequately  for  the  educati^ 
of  such  dependents,  and  for  the  transportation  of  such  dependent 
between  such  schools  and  their  places  of  residence  when  the  schools 
are  not  accessible  to  such  dependents  by  regular  means  of  transporta¬ 
tion;  and  for  the  payment  of  compensation  to  consultants  or  indi¬ 
vidual  scientists  appointed  for  limited  periods  of  time  pursuant  to 
section  207  (e)  or  section  207  (f)  of  the  Act  at  rates  established  by 
the  Surgeon  General  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  annum ;  as  follows : 

Assistance  to  States,  general :  To  carry  out  the  purposes  not  other¬ 
wise  specifically  provided  for,  of  section  314  (c)  of  the  Act ;  to  provide 
consultative  services  to  States  pursuant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to 
make  field  investigations  and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section  301 
of  the  Act ;  to  provide  for  collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  morbid¬ 
ity,  and  vital  statistics;  to  provide  traineeships  pursuant  to  section 
306  of  the  Act;  and  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  officials 
of  other  countries  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  ;  $22,592,000. 
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Grants  and  special  studies,  Territory  of  Alaska :  To  enable  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  to  conduct,  in  the  Service,  and  to  cooperate  with  and 
assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  conduct  of,  activities  necessary 
in  the  investigation,  prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of  diseases, 
and  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation  serv¬ 
ices  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections  301,  311, 
314  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (d),  (f),  (h),  and 
(])  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (c)  of  such  section), 
361, 363,  and  371  of  the  Act,  including  the  hire,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  aircraft,  and  the  purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of 
portable  buildings,  $2,165,000. 

Venereal  diseases :  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections  314  (a)  and 
363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases  including  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the  diagnosis  and  treatment  of  persons 
afflicted  with  venereal  diseases;  and  for  grants  of  money,  services, 
supplies,  equipment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the 
Act,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health  authorities, 
to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political  subdivisions  of  the 
'\es,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such  amounts  and  upon  such 

_ /ms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon  General  may  determine; 

$4,415,000. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314  (b)  of  the 
Act,  $7,000,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $4,500,000  shall  be  available 
only  for  grants  to  States,  to  be  matched  by  an  equal  amount  of  State 
and  local  funds  expended  for  the  same  purpose,  for  direct  expenses 
of  prevention  and  case-finding  projects  including  salaries,  fees,  and 
travel  of  personnel  directly  engaged  in  prevention  and  case-finding 
and  the  necessary  equipment  and  supplies  used  directly  in  prevention 
and  case-finding  operations,  but  excluding  the  purchase  of  care  in 
hospitals  and  sanatoria. 

Communicable  diseases :  To  carry  out,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and  361  of  the  Act  relating 
to  the  prevention  and  suppression  of  communicable  and  preventable 
diseases,  and  the  interstate  transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including 
the  purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings;  and 
hire,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  aircraft ;  $6,250,000. 

Sanitary  engineering  activities :  F or  expenses,  not  othenvise  pro¬ 
vided,  necessary  to  carry  out  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311, 
314  (c),  and  361  of  the  Act  relating  to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of 
environmental  health,  including  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine 
p  and  interstate  quarantine  regulations,  and  tor  carrying  out  the 
^..vrrposes  of  the  Acts  of  July  14,  1955  (Public  Law  159),  and  July  9, 
1956  (Public  Law  660),  including  $2,700,000  for  grants  to  States  and 
$300,000  for  grants  to  interstate  agencies ;  and  the  hire,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  aircraft;  $12,640,000,  to  remain  available  only  until 
June  30,  1958. 

Grants  for  waste  treatment  works  construction :  For  payments  under 
section  6  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (70  Stat. 
502),  $45,000,000  which  together  with  the  amount  appropriated  under 
this  head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (70 
Stat.  769)  shall  be  applied  to  payment  on  account  of  allotments  made 
for  the  current  and  ]>receding  fiscal  years  pursuant  to  said  Act,  such 
sums  to  remain  available  only  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That 
allotments  under  such  section  6  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  $50,000,000. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  under  parts  C  and 
G,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  $121,200,000,  of  which  $99,000,000 
shall  be  for  payments  for  hospitals  and  related  facilities  pursuant  to 
part  C,  $1,200,000  shall  be  for  the  purposes  authorized  in  section  636 
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^  the  Act,  and  $21,000,000  shall  be  for  payments  for  facilities  pursuant 
to  part  G,  as  follows :  $6,500,000  for  diagnostic  or  treatment  centers, 
$6,500,000  for  hospitals  for  the  chronically  ill  and  impaired,  $4,000,- 
000  for  rehabilitation  facilities,  and  $4,000,000  for  nursing  homes :  Pro¬ 
vided^  That  allotments  under  such  parts  C  and  G  to  the  several  States 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  amounts  equal 
to  the  limitations  specified  herein. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services:  For  salaries 
and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Act,  as  amended, 
$1,450,000. 

Surveys  and  planning  for  hospital  construction :  The  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955 
(68  Stat.  810)  shall  remain  available  for  expenditure  until  June  30, 
1958. 


60  Stat.  903. 

37  use  401  note. 
70  Stat.  924, 
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42  use  242d,248, 
249,251,253,255- 
257,259,260  ,  220, 
222,249  and 
notej  33  USO 
763c  and  note. 

68  Stat.  A74. 

3  OFR  1943  Oum. 
Supp.,  p.llOl. 


42  USO  264-272. 


42  USO  252,249. 


68  Stat.  674. 
60  Stat.  810. 


42  use  248,227. 


Hospitals  and  medical  care:  For  carrying  out  the  functions  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August  8, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  150). 
including  $1,186,000  to  be  available  only  for  payments  for  medical 
care  of  dependents  and  retired  personnel  under  the  Dependents’  Medi¬ 
cal  Care  Act  (70  Stat.  250-254),  and  under  sections  307,  321,  322,  3^^ 
326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and  810  of  the  Public  HeaVt 
Service  Act,  Private  Law  419  of  the  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  and  Executive  Order  9079  of  February  26,  1942,  including 
purchase  and  exchange  of  farm  products  and  livestock;  conducting 
research  on  technical  nursing  standards  and  furnishing  consultative 
nursing  services;  and  purchase  of  firi-iirms  and  ammunition; 
$44,399,000,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  exclusively  available  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  for  care  and  treatment  of  persons 
afflicted  with  leprosy :  Provided^  That  when  the  Public  Health  Service; 
establishes  or  operates  a  health  service  program  for  any  department 
or  agency,  payment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in  advance 
for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service :  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tions  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  preventing  the  introduction 
of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign -countries,  the  medical  exami¬ 
nation  of  aliens  in  accordance  with  section  325  of  the  Act,  and  thei 
care  and  treatment  of  quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  3221 
(e)  of  the  Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of; 
the  Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  insurance  of  j 
official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when  required  by  law  of' 
such  countries.  $3,876,000. 

Indian  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of  Augus^(|l^ 
1954  (42  U.  S.  C.  2001),  including  services  as  authorized  by  section^ 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  (including  not  toj 
exceed  $10,000  for  such  services  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diemf 
for  individuals,  when  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General) ;  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  fifty  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only ; 
hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  purchase  of  reprints; 
payment  for  telephone  service  in  private  residences  in  the  field,  when 
authorized  under  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary;  and  the 
purposes  set  forth  in  sections  321  and  509  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act;  $40,100,000. 

Construction  of  Indian  health  facilities:  For  construction,  major 
repair,  improvement,  and  equipment  of  health  and  related  auxiliary 
facilities,  including  quarters  for  personnel;  preparation  of  plans,( 
specifications,  and  drawings;  acquisition  of  sites;  purchase  and 
erection  of  portable  buildings;  and  purchase  of  trailers;  $3,096,000,' 
to  remain  available  until  June  30, 1959:  Provided^  That  such  expend!- i 
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tures  may  be  made  through  tlie  Department  of  the  Interior  at  the 
option  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  g:eneral  research  and  services:  For 
the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for,  including  research  fellowships  and  grants  for  research 
projects  and  training  grants  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  regu¬ 
lation  and  preparation  of  biologic  products,  and  conduct  of  research 
related  thereto;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eight  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only ;  not  to  exceed  $2,500  for  entertainment 
of  visiting  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  ;  erection  of  temporary  structures ;  and  gi’ants  of  therapeutic  and 
chemical  substances  for  demonstrations  and  research;  $14,026,000. 

National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund :  For  the  purpose 
of  facilitating  the  economical  and  efficient  conduct  of  operations  in  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  which  are  financed  by  two  or  more  ap¬ 
propriations  where  the  costs  of  operation  are  not  readily  susceptible 
of  distribution  as  charges  to  such  appropriations,  there  is  hereby 
Established  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  Management  Fund. 
"Such  amounts  as  the  Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  may 
determine  to.  represent  a  reasonable  distribution  of  estimated  costs 
among  the  various  appropriations  involved  may  be  advanced  each 
year  to  this  fund  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  such  costs 
under  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  said  Director,  includ¬ 
ing  the  operation  of  facilities  for  the  sale  of  meals  to  employees  and 
others  at  rates  to  be  determined  by  said  Director  to  be  sufficient  to  cover 
the  cost  of  such  operation  and  the  proceeds  thereof  shall  be  deposited  to 
the  credit  of  this  fund :  Provided^  That  funds  advanced  to  this  fund 
shall  be  available  only  in  the  fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  advanced : 
Provided  further^  That  final  adjustments  of  advances  in  accordance 
with  actual  costs  shall  be  effected  wherever  practicable  with  the  ap¬ 
propriations  from  which  such  funds  are  advanced. 

National  Cancer  Institute :  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General,  upon  the 
recommendations  of  the  National  Advisory  Cancer  Council,  to  make 
grants-in-aid  for  research  and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer; 
to  cooperate  with  State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private 
nonprofit  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstrations,  and  grants- 
in-aid  ;  and  to  contract  on  a  cost  or  other  basis  for  supplies  and  services 
.by  negotiation,  without  regard  to  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
^n  connection  with  the  chemotherapy  program,  including  indemnifica¬ 
tion  of  contractors  to  the  extent  and  subject  to  the  limitations  pro¬ 
vided  in  title  10,  United  States  Code,  section  2354,  except  that  ap¬ 
proval  and  certification  required  thereby  shall  be  by  the  Surgeon 
General;  and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part 
A,  of  the  Act ;  $56,402,000. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  304,  311,  312,  and  314  (c)  of 
the  Act  with  respect  to  mental  diseases,  $39,217,000. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act,  $35,936,000. 

Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Act  with  respect  to  dental  diseases  and  conditions,  $6,430,000. 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities:  For  expenses  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to  arthritis,  rheumatism, 
and  metabolic  diseases,  $20,385,000. 
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Allergy  and  infectious  disease  activities;  For  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  W,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act 
relating  to  allergy  and  infectious  diseases,  $17,400,000,  of  which 
$150,000  shall  be  available  for  payment  to  the  Gorgas  Memorial  In¬ 
stitute  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  Gorgas  Memorial 
Laboratory. 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities ;  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  relating  to  neurology  and  blindness, 
$21,387,000. 

70  stat.  717.  Grants  for  construction  of  health  research  facilities:  For  grants 
42  use  292  note  .pursuant  to  the  Health  Research  Facilities  Act  of  1956,  $.30,000,000. 

National  Library  of  Medicine:  For  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for,  necessary  to  carry  out  the  National  Library  of  Medicine 
42  use  275  note.Act  (70  Stat.  960),  $1,450,000. 

Retired  pay  of  commissioned  officers:  For  retired  pay  of  com¬ 
missioned  officers,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  payments  under  the 
67  stat.  501.  Uniformed  Services  Contingency  Option  Act  of  1953,  such  amount 
37  use  371  as  may  be  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year, 
note.  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the  Office 

the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses  of  the  PublicVr. 
Health  Service  not  appropriated  for  elsewhere,  including  preparing 
information,  articles,  and  publications  related  to  public  health;  and 
conducting  studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health  methods; 
$5,100,000. 

ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  maintenance 
and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  clothing  for  patients,  and 
cooperation  with  organizations  or  individuals  in  the  scientific  research 
into  the  nature,  causes,  prevention  and  treatment  of  mental  illness, 
$3,085,800. 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds:  For 
miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and  equipment,  on 
the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  preparation  of  plans  and 
specifications,  advertising,  and  supervision  of  construction,  $55,000, 
to  remain  available  until  June  .30,  1959:  Provided,  That  any 
part  of  this  amount  may  be  transferred  to  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

Construction,  treatment  and  cafeteria  building:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  for  a  treat¬ 
ment  and  cafeteria  building  at  Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital,  $180,000,^ 
to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That  any  part  of™ 
this  amount  may  be  transferred  to  General  Services  Administration. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insur¬ 
ance:  For  necessary  expenses,  not  more  than  $130,000,000  may  be  ex¬ 
pended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  : 
Provided,  That  such  amounts  as  are  required  shall  be  available  to  pay 
the  cost  of  necessary  travel  incident  to  medical  examinations  for 
verifying  disabilities  of  individuals  who  file  applications  for  disa- 
49  stat.  622.  bility  determinations  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
42  use  401-425.  amended. 

Advances  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year :  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  advances  to  States  under  section 
70  stat.  823.  221  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter 

42  use  421e.  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  from 

the  above  authorization  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 
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Construction,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance:  For 
an  additional  amount  for  “Construction,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insui-ance”  for  construction  of  an  office  building  and  ap¬ 
purtenant  facilities,  including  acquisition  of  land,  $5,710,000,  to  be 
derived  from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  which,  together  with  sums  heretofore  appropi’iated  for  these 
purposes,  shall  establish  a  limitation  of  cost  of  $31,080,000 :  Provided^ 

That  the  established  limit  of  cost  may  be  exceeded  or  shall  be  reduced 
by  an  amount  equal  to  the  percentage  increase  or  decrease,  if  any,  in 
construction  costs  generally  dating  from  October  1,  1956,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Administrator,  General  Services  Administration,  and 
the  amount  to  be  derived  from  the  aforesaid  trust  fund  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  accordingly :  Provided  f  urther^  That  the  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  proviso  shall  be  effective  only  if  a  contract  for 
construction  is  executed  on  or  before  December  1,  1957. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to  States  for  old- 
age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV, 

,  and  XIV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  C.,  70  stat.  807. 


7,  subchs.  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV),  $1,600,000,000,  of  which  such 
amount  as  may  be  necessai’y  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any 
period  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance,  $1,900,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary  e^menses  in 
cari-ying  out  the  Act  of  J^ril  9,  1912,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  C.,  ch.  6),  37  stat.  79. 
and  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7,  49  stat.  629. 
subch.  V),  including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publica¬ 
tions  of  the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 

$2,000,000:  Provided^  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  carry  out  any  instructions, 
order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the  care  of  obstetrical  cases  wdiich 
discriminate  between  persons  licensed  under  State  law  to  practice 
obstetrics :  Provided  further.  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be 
so  construed  as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 

Sractitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund,  so  long  as 
tate  laws  are  complied  with :  Provided  further.  That  any  State  plan 
which  provides  standards  for  professional  obstetrical  services  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State  shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For  grants  to 
'\ates  for  maternal  and  child-health  services,  services  for  crippled 
.,<nildren,  and  child-welfare  services  as  authorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  49  stat.  629-633. 
2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7, 
subch.  V),  $41,500,000,  of  which  $15,000,000  shall  be  availnble  for 
services  for  crippled  children,  $16,500,000  for  maternal  and  child- 
health  services,  and  $10,000,000  for  child-welfare  services :  Provided, 

That  any  allotment  to  a  State  pursuant  to  section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of 
such  Act  shall  not  be  included  in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  sub-  42  use  702,712, 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount  704,  714. 
expended  or  estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State :  Provided  further. 

That  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  available  under  section  502  (b)  of  such 
Act  shall  be  used  only  for  special  projects  for  mentally  retarded 
children. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security,  $300,- 
000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $240,000,  to  be  transferred  from  the 
Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 
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Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  under  titles  I, 
70  stat.  807;  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  and  section  705  of  title  VII,  respectively,  of  the 
851.  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next 

42  use  906.  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 

incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under 
each  of  such  titles  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that 
fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respectively, 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  payments  to  a  State  under  any 
of  such  titles  for  any  quarter  in  the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the 
prior  year,  and  ending  June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with 
respect  to  a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which  such  plan  was 
submitted  for  approval. 


63  Stat.  3865 
70  Stat.  493, 
1020. 

40  use  484. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


e^ 


Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Secretary:  For  expenses  neo 
sary  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  $1,800,000,  together  with  not  to 
exceed  $260,000  to  be  transfen-ed  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survi¬ 
vors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  Field  Administration :  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Office  of  Field  Administration,  $2,300,000,  together 
with  not  to  exceed  $700,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  General  Counsel:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  $500,000,  together 
with  not  to  exceed  $25,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  appropriation 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  services”,  and  not 
to  exceed  $449,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  utilization:  For  expenses  necessary  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j),  (k),  (n),  and  (o),  oi  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real  and  personal  excess  property  for 
educational  purposes  and  protection  of  public  health,  $502,000. 
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GENEKAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  an^ 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  payment  in  advance  for  dues  or  fees 
for  library  membership  in  organizations  whose  publications  are  avail¬ 
able  to  members  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general 
public. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  expenses  and  for  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  functions  or  activities  for 
which  such  appropriations  are  made. 

Sec.  205.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C. 
2131). 

Sec.  206.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the  Social 
Securitv  Administration  for  grants-in-aid  of  State  agencies  to  cover, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation  of  said  agencies,  including 
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the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  afjencies, 
shall  be  withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have 
established  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit 
system  and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  because  of  any 
disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the 
agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or 
eirmloyees. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  transfers  of  Motor 
motor  vehicles,  between  bureaus  and  offices,  without  transfer  of  funds,  vehioles. 
as  may  be  required  in  carrying  out  the  operations  of  the  Department. 

Sec.  208.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used  to  pay  any 
recipient  of  a  grant  for  the  conduct  of  a  research  project  an  amount  for 
indirect  expenses  in  connection  with  such  project  in  excess  of  15  per 
centum  of  the  direct  costs. 

Sec.  209.  None  of  the  obligational  authority  available  to  the  Depart-  Construction 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  planning  and/or  con-  of  buildings, 
Struction  of  buildings  shall  remain  available  after  June  30, 1959 :  Pro- 
Tped,  That  existing  obligational  authority  to  the  Department  of 
-*4ealth.  Education,  and  Welfare  for  preparation  of  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  for  the  construction  of  the  general  office  and  the  dental  re¬ 
search  buildings  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  and  the  National 
Library  of  Medicine  building  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  shall 
remain  available  until  June  30,  1958. 

Sec.  210.  None  of  the  funds  provided  herein  shall  be  used,  either  Lease-purchase 
directly  or  indirectly,  for  construction  or  planning  of  any  building  program, 
for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease- 
purchase  program,  nor  shall  any  of  the  funds  provided  herein  be  used 
to  pay  the  salary  of  any  person  who  assists  or  consults  with  anyone 
in  connection  with  the  construction  or  planning  of  any  building  for  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  the  lease- 
purchase  pr^ram. 

Sec.  211.  To  the  extent  and  under  the  conditions  provided  by  regu-  Attendance  at 
lations  of  the  Secretary,  officers  (including  commissioned  officers  of  meetings, etc. 
the  Public  Health  Service)  and  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  may  hereafter,  in  connection  with 
their  attendance  at  meetings  or  in  performing  advisory  services  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  functions  or  activities  of  the  Department,  be  permitted 
to  accept  payment,  in  cash  or  in  kind,  from  non-Federal  agencies, 
xn-ganizations,  and  individuals,  for  travel  and  subsistence  expenses, 

)  De  retained  by  them  to  cover  the  cost  thereof  or  deposited  to  the 
-<!t^dit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  thereof  is  paid,  as  may 
be  provided  in  such  regulations. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Citation  of 
Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1958”.  title. 


TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the 
Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  141-167),  and  ei  stat.  136. 
other  laws,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned 
with  the  work  of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chair¬ 
man  or  the  General  Counsel ;  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  and  uniforms,  or  allow-  60  Stat.  810. 
ances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as 
amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  2131)  ;  $9,384,800 :  Presided,  That  no  part  of  this  60  stat.  1114. 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing 
agricultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investigations,  hear- 
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ings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining  units  composed  of 
agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in  section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July 
5,  1935  (29  U.  S.  C.  152),  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of 
June  25, 1938  (29  U.  S.  C.  203) ,  and  including  in  said  definition  employ¬ 
ees  engaged  in  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  ditches,  canals,  reser¬ 
voirs,  and  waterways  when  maintained  or  operated  on  a  mutual,  non¬ 
profit  basis  and  at  least  95  per  centum  of  the  water  stored  or  supplied 
thereby  is  used  for  farming  purposes. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting  services  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a), 
$520,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of  the  Railway  LabOT 
Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  157),  and  emergency  boards  appointj 
by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  C.  16C^ 
including  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $250,000. 

national  railroad  adjustment  board 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National  Rail¬ 
road  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) , 
$525,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $155,000  shall  be  available  for  com¬ 
pensation  (at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of 
referees  appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Railway  Labor  Act,  as 
amended. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust  fund) : 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned 
with  the  work  of  the  Board,  when  specifically  authorized  by  the 
Board;  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ;  and  uniforms  ^ 
allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  195>i 
(68  Stat.  1114)  ;  $8,150,000,  to  be  derived  from  the  railroad  retirement 
account. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION 

SERVICE 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Service  to 
carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Rela¬ 
tions  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180,  182),  including  expenses  of  the 
Labor-Management  Panel  as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act; 
expenses  of  boards  of  inquiry  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to 
section  206  of  said  Act;  temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  con¬ 
ciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess  of 
$75  per  diem;  Government  listed  telephones  in  private  residences  and 
private  apartments  for  official  use  in  cities  where  mediators  are  offi¬ 
cially  stationed,  but  no  Federal  mediation  and  conciliation  service 
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office  is  maintained;  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for 
replacement  only  at  not  to  exceed  $3,000;  expenses  of  attendance  at 
meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial  relations;  and  services 
as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a) ;  $3,550,000. 

TITLE  VII— INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

Contribution  to  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River 
Basin :  To  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  pay  in  advance  to 
the  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin  the  Federal 
contribution  toward  the  expenses  of  the  Commission  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  in  the  administration  of  its  business  in  the  conserv¬ 
ancy  district  established  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  11,  1940  (54 
Stat.  748),  $5,000. 

TITLE  VIII— UNITED  STATES  SOLDIERS’  HOME 

Ofoi-  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  United  States  Soldiers’  Home, 
to  be  paid  from  the  Soldiers’  Home  permanent  fund,  $4,750,000,  of 
which  $34,000  shall  remain  available  until  June  30, 1959  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  buildings  and  facilities,  including  demolition;  Provided^ 
That  this  appropriation  shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of 
hospitalization  of  members  of  the  Home  in  United  States  Army  hos¬ 
pitals  at  rates  in  excess  of  those  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of 
the  Home  and  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  Army. 

TITLE  IX— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  901.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not  authorized  by  the 
Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act,  1958.” 

Approved  June  29,  1957. 
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